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PREFACE

This study was conducted as part of the Evaluation of Environmental Investments Research Program
(EEIRP). The EEIRP is sponsored by the Headquarters, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps).
It is jointly assigned to the U.S. Army Engineers Water Resources Support Center (WRSC) Institute
for Water Resources (IWR) and the U.S. Army Engineer Waterways Experiment Station (WES)
Environmental Laboratory (EL). Mr. William J. Hansen of IWR is the Program Manager, and Mr.
H. Roger Hamilton is the WES Program Manager. Program Monitors during this study were Mr.
John W. Bellinger and Mr. K. Brad Fowler, Corps Headquarters. The field review group members
who provide complete Program direction and their District or Division affiliations are as follows:
Mr. David Carney, New Orleans; Mr. Larry M. Kilgo, Lower Mississippi Valley; Mr. Richard
Gorton, Omaha; Mr. Bruce D. Carlson, St. Paul; Mr. Glendon L. Coffee, Mobile; Ms. Susan E.
Durden, Savannah; Mr. Scott Miner, San Francisco; Mr. Robert F. Scott, Fort Worth; Mr. Clifford
J. Kidd, Baltimore; Mr. Edwin J. Woodruff, North Pacific; and Dr. Michael Passmore, formerly
Walla Walla, currently WES. The work was conducted under the Engineering Environmental
Investments Work Unit of the EEIRP. Ms. Joy Muncy of the Technical Analysis and Research
Division (TARD), IWR, and Dr. J. Craig Fischenich of the Environmental Engineering Division
(EED), WES, are the Principal Investigators.

The objectives of this work unit are to 1) identify relevant approaches and features for environmental
investment measures to be applied throughout the project life; 2) develop methods to access the
effectiveness of the approach or feature for providing the intended environmental output; 3) develop
and provide guidance for formulating environmental projects; and 4) provide guidance for
formulating and identifying relevant cost components of alternate restoration plans.

The objective of this report is to provide a unified approach to planning, implementing, and
interpreting monitoring programs for restoration projects. The report is directed at Corps planners
to help them identify factors to consider in a monitoring program, and in designing and
implementing an efficient, cost-effective program. The report format follows that of a monitoring
program and proceeds from identification of goals, through selection of monitoring methods, and
finally to interpretation and dissemination of results. The report reviews the use of monitoring
results to implement corrective actions to assure that performance goals are met. This report brings
together a number of previously published but somewhat unrelated reports that have attempted to
develop monitoring approaches. ‘

The work was performed by Pacific Northwest National Laboratory, operated by Battelle Memorial
Institute, under terms of a contract with the Corps, IWR. Dr. Ronald M. Thom was the Project
Manager. Ms. Joy Muncy was Contract Manager.

The report was prepared under the general supervision at IWR of Mr. Michael Krouse, Chief,
TARD; and Mr. Kyle E. Schilling, Director, IWR; and at EL of Mr. Norman R. Francingues, Chief,
EED, and Dr. John W. Keely, Director, EL.
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Several individuals provided critical input to this document. These individuals included Mary
Kentula, Jeff Brandt, Amy Borde, Susan Thomas, Meg Pinza, Hilary Neckles, Ivan Lines, Gretchen
Haslip, John Armstrong, and Arnold Van der Valk. Joy Muncy, William Hansen, and J. Craig
Fischenich provided excellent comments on various versions of the report.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This condensed description provides an overview of the process for developing a
monitoring program. The detailed description of the process begins on page 15.

INTRODUCTION

The monitoring program is a valuable tool to determine restoration project success. U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) Circular No. 1105-2-210 (Corps 1995) provides guidance for
ecosystem restoration activities. In that document, adaptive management is put forth as the
technique to be employed in restoration projects because “success can vary due to a variety of
technical and site specific factors.” The document further specifies that a carefully designed
monitoring program lies at the heart of adaptive management. The present report was written to
facilitate the design of a restoration
project monitoring program. The purpose
of this report is to provide a systematic

Uses of the information from a well designed

approach to planning, implementing, and monitoring program:
interpreting monitoring programs for » the project manager can make decisions on
restoration projects. how to make cost-effective, midcourse

Monitoring programs  vary corrections based upon solid data

widely in level of effort and cost from + the project manager can demonstrate to
small, simple programs to large and others that the project is meeting (or
complex programs. The process defined exceeding) performance goals

below can be used to design a program at
most levels, because the basic aspects
(e.g., performance criteria, parameter
selection, sampling intensity) of a
monitoring  program  should be
considered at any level.

* the program adds to the understanding of
how to best restore systems and contributes
significantly to the state-of-the-art of
ecological restoration.

PURPOSE, OBJECTIVE, AND AUDIENCE

The purpose of this report is to provide a systematic approach to planning, implementing,
and interpreting monitoring programs for restoration projects. The objective of the report is to show
how a monitoring program proceeds from identification of restoration project goals, through
selecting monitoring methods, and finally to interpretation and dissemination of results. The use of
monitoring results to implement corrective actions is also described. This report is not a “how to”
manual of the specifics of sampling, sample processing, statistical analysis of data, etc., but rather
a guide to fundamental elements of a monitoring program for aquatic restoration.
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Funding and priorities will necessarily limit the level of effort devoted to any specific
monitoring program; consequently, decisions will have to be made on a case-by-case basis. The
report provides guidance on selection of key parameters to include to eliminate unnecessary data
gathering and analysis. Therefore, individuals responsible for programs with very little funding for
monitoring can make some systematic decisions about what to include or exclude from the program.
The report is directed at Corps planners to help them identify factors to consider in a monitoring
program, and to design and implement an efficient, cost-effective program.

As specified in the Civil Works circular mentioned above, any monitoring proposal must
consider the local sponsor’s ability to carry out and fund the program and specify who will actually
carry out the monitoring activities. Additionally, a project manager should be agreed upon to
coordinate with the Corps planners and oversee the operation and maintenance of the project,
including monitoring. All this should be clearly specified in a Project Cooperation Agreement.
Creativity in developing monitoring arrangements is also encouraged, as cooperative efforts may
improve the cost efficiency of monitoring programs for both the Corps and the sponsor. For more
detail on these issues refer to EC 1105-2-210 pages 21-23.

MONITORING AS PART OF A RESTORATION PROJECT

A restoration project has five basic parts or phases. Monitoring should be conceived during
the planning phase when the goals and performance criteria are developed for the project. Baseline
studies required to provide more information on the site, to develop project goals, and to refine the
monitoring plan often are conducted during the planning phase, and can be considered the initial
phase of the monitoring program. Baseline information
can form a very useful data set on pre-project
conditions against which performance of the system
S can be evaluated. Monitoring during construction
A AR phase is done primarily to assure that the restoration
. e e plans are correctly carried out and that the natural

. S habitats surrounding the site are not unduly damaged.
hEE S Actual performance monitoring is implemented in the
assessment phase. Management of the system includes

both management of the monitoring program as well as application of the results to make midcourse
corrections in the system. Finally, results are disseminated to inform interested parties of the
progress of the system toward the intented goals, and ultimately, to improve the technology of

restoration.

Phases of a'_::rféstoréti,‘(}h“prpj ect:

1.. planning
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COMPONENTS OF A MONITORING PROGRAM

Based upon a thorough review of marine monitoring programs, some of which had been in
place for over 30 years, the National Research Council (NRC)' recommended the following factors
applicable to ensure a sound monitoring program (NRC 1990):

¢ clear monitoring program goals
and objectives that are
meaningful and that provide the
basis for scientific investigation

» appropriate  allocation  of
resources for data collection,
management, synthesis,
interpretation, and analysis

* quality assurance procedures and
peer review

* supportive research beyond the primary objectives of the program

* flexible programs that allow modifications where changes in conditions or new
information suggests the need

* useful and accessible monitoring information available to all interested parties.

WHEN TO DEVELOP THE MONITORING PROGRAM

The monitoring plan should be developed in conjunction with planning for the restoration
project. Once the goals and objectives for the project are established in the planning phase, the
performance of the system must be considered. At this time, planners must consider how they will
judge whether the system is progressing toward its intended goals.

DEVELOPING A MONITORING PROGRAM
STEP 1: DEFINE THE RESTORATION VISION, GOALS, OBJECTIVES

Each restoration project is, at some point, a visual image in the minds of people involved in
the project. This vision is the overarching goal upon which the restored ecosystem is developed.
The vision can then be refined into a goal statement which is also referred to as the planning

! The NRC is a private, nonprofit, self-perpetuating society of distinguished scholars engaged in scientific and engineering
research, dedicated to the furtherance of science and technology and to their use for the general welfare. The NRC was
organized by the National Academy of Sciences in1916 to associate the broad community of science and technology with the
Academy’s purposes of furthering knowledge and advising the federal government.
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objective. These goals are most useful if they are written so they can be converted into conditions
that can be evaluated with appropriate measurements. The project specifications are the steps that
will result in attainment of the goal.

The goals that are set for the project drive the monitoring program design. Above all, itis
important to do the following:

« make goals as simple and unambiguous as possible
« relate goals directly to the vision for the project

« set goals that are feasibly measured or assessed in the monitoring program.

STEP 2: DEVELOP THE CONCEPTUAL MODEL

A conceptual model is a useful tool for developing linkages between project-specific goals
and parameters that can be used to assess performance. In fact, a conceptual model is a useful tool
throughout the planning process, because it forces individuals planning the restoration project to
identify the following:

« direct and indirect connections among the physical, chemical, and biological components
of the ecosystem

- principal components upon which to focus restoration and monitoring efforts.

Function |

Step 2A: Review Conceptual Model Examples to Help Formulate Your Model

It is best to spend some time reviewing conceptual models from your region and for the
system that is being restored.

Step 2B: Conduct Baseline Studies to Help Formulate the Model
Baseline studies may be necessary to supply the following information:
« to define existing conditions and conditions without the project
 to identify required actions to restore the system
« to help design the restoration project

 to help design the monitoring program.
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Step 2C: Formulate Your Conceptual Model

The principal factors that control the development and maintenance of the ecosystem
structure, the important characteristics, and the functions for which the ecosystem is being restored
are identified in the model. From this information, the parameters to monitor can be more easily
selected.

STEP 3: CHOOSE PERFORMANCE CRITERIA
Step 3A: Link Performance to Goals

A link between the performance of the system and the goals of the project is critical. If the
goals are stated in a clear manner and can be reworded as a set of testable hypotheses, performance
criteria can be developed. Performance criteria are standards by which to evaluate measurable or
otherwise observable aspects of the restored system and thereby indicate the progress of the system
toward meeting the project goals. The closer the tie between goals and performance criteria, the
better the ability to judge progress.

Step 3B: Develop the Criteria

The primary reason for conducting the monitoring program must be kept in mind: to assess
progress and to indicate the steps required to fix a system or a component of the system that is not
meeting expectations. Hence, it is

not necessary to develop a large
number of complex measures if a

The task of deveIOpmg performance

. . followm

small, simple set of measures will &

suffice. hnklng crlterla to the gda'ls for the pI‘O_] oot
Development of criteria is “ hnkmg criteria to the actual measu'rement parameters

often accomplished by a small
group of individuals with system
expertise. Larger groups, which
may add useful information and input, could tend to create monitoring programs that are too
complex or elaborate. Criteria are usually developed through an iterative process that involves
listing measures of performance relative to goals and refining these to arrive at the most efficient and
relevant set of criteria.

speclfymg the bounds or 11rn1t Vi lues for*th --rcrltena

Step 3C: Identify Reference Sites

A reference site or sites should be monitored along with the restored site. Although pre- and
post-construction comparisons of the system are useful in documenting the effect of the project, the
level of performance can only be judged relative to reference systems.
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STEP 4: CHOOSE MONITORING PARAMETERS AND METHODS
Step 4A4: Choose Efficient Monitoring Parameters

The performance criteria specify the expected structure, function, and appearance of the
system, whereas the monitoring parameters are the aspects of the system’s structure and function
that can be measured.

Develop Measures. This part of the planning process is conducted to develop a scientifically-based,
relatively easily-measured set of parameters that provide direct feedback on performance of a system

toward meeting the project goals.

There is an overwhelming array of parameters for monitoring aquatic systems and wetlands
(e.g., Erwin 1990). The NRC (1992) recommended that at least three parameters should be
selected and that they include physical, hydrological, and ecological measures; too few parameters
may provide insufficient information to evaluate performance or may provide information that is

difficult to interpret.

The conceptual model discussed in Step 2 can be used to select monitoring parameters. These
parameters should provide information on the controlling factors, structure, and function and provide
a useful data set for the system. The basic approach for developing a set of parameters involves the
following steps:

1) simplify the system into controlling, structural, and functional components
2) identify one or more measurable parameters within each of the components

3) compile a subset of parameters from this initial set based on ecological considerations and
the project goal.

Select Region and System-Specific Parameters. The relevance of evaluation criteria depends highly
on the system type, region, and question under consideration. Criteria development must be based

on a thorough knowledge of the system under consideration. Although there is a vast array of
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system-specific studies, it is useful to consult a document (see those listed in the main body of the
report) that summarizes the fundamental knowledge about the system.

Step 4B: Choose Methods for Sampling Design, Sampling, and Sample Handling and Processing

Monitoring methods include sampling design, sampling methods, and sample handling and
processing. Monitoring methods used on restoration projects in the United States have been
extremely varied (Shreffler et al. 1995). Parameters that might be included in a restoration
monitoring program should be well established in the scientific literature. Any methods used for
sampling a particular parameter should have a documented protocol (e.g., Hunsaker and Carpenter
1990; Loeb and Spacie 1994). Information on established protocols is available from agencies,
universities, and consulting firms that conduct ecological monitoring and sampling.

Step 4C: Incorporate Supplemental Parameters

Although the focus of the monitoring program is on parameters that relate directly to
assessment of performance, data on other parameters are often useful and may add considerably to
interpretation of the results. For example, in a case in which stream flow is not part of the
performance goal, it could nonetheless affect a stated goal of stream water temperature. Data on
stream flow gathered from gauging stations serviced by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), might
then be accessed during the monitoring program for a forest riparian restoration project. When
planning the monitoring program, it is important to identify sources of potentially useful data and
to develop a plan for systematically acquiring the data.

STEP 5: ESTIMATE COST
Cost Components

Program Planning. Program planning is an important and often ignored component of a monitoring
cost assessment. Program planning involves the determination of monitoring goals and strategies,
acceptable and unacceptable results, and potential contingencies for addressing unacceptable results,
and it should include agency and interested stakeholder coordination.

Quality Assurance. A commitment to quality is an integral part of any monitoring program. Ata
minimum, it includes an independent review of the program to ensure that it meets the project goals,
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data quality objectives, and expectations of the project manager. The major cost component of
quality assurance (QA) is labor (on a per-hour basis), including the indirect costs of benefits and
overhead.

Data Management. Programs should have a data management plan that includes specifications that
start with sample tracking (i.e., that define the protocols and procedures) and conclude with the final
archiving of the information. This generally includes pre-project planning and coordination. The
effort is project-dependent, but can range from essentially zero in small programs to a major cost in
large multidisciplinary programs. Major costs include staff labor time for data manager, data entry,
database maintenance, computer time, and data audits.

Field Sampling Program. Sampling may range from the very simple, such as photo monitoring,
wildlife observations, and behavioral observations (e.g., feeding, resting, movement), to the more
complex, such as nutrient and contaminant measurements, water quality parameter measurements,
plankton group measurement, productivity measurement in water column and substrate surface,
macrophytes/vegetation sampling, and hydrological monitoring. The cost components for a complex
program may include project management and field staff labor; subcontracts for specific field
sampling or measurement activities (including costs of managing and overseeing the subcontracted
activities); mobilization and demobilization costs; purchase, rental, or lease of equipment; supplies;
travel; and shipping.

Laboratory Sample Analysis. For some projects, the analysis of samples collected in the field is
critical to determining the effectiveness of restoration actions. Analysis may involve the sampling
of chemical, physical, and biological components of the system. Samples requiring laboratory
analysis may range from simple water chemistry parameters, such as turbidity, to highly complex
and expensive tests, such as organic contaminant analyses and toxicity assays. The cost components
of laboratory sample analysis are usually estimated in terms of dollars per sample.

Data Analysis and Interpretation. The analysis of field and laboratory data and their interpretation
make up one of the final, critical steps. Analysis and interpretation require the expertise of trained
personnel and may include database management, which can be conducted by a data management
specialist if the data are complex, or a technician or project manager if they are relatively
straightforward.

Report Preparation. One of the final steps in the monitoring program is to prepare a report outlining
the restoration action, monitoring goals, methods, and findings. These documents are meant o serve
as interpretative reports, synthesizing the field and lab data analysis results. The generation of these
reports will probably require a certain amount of management/meeting time and will be handled by
a research scientist with the aid of a research assistant. Report production costs will depend on the

type and quality of reports requested.

Presentation of Results. Though not often considered a critical component of a monitoring program,
presentation of program results should be considered appropriate. The two major cost components
of a presentation are labor and per diem for the duration of the conference, workshop, or meeting.
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Management of System. Management activities for the project manager and support staff consist
of coordination meetings, contractor meetings, report review, contract management, and related
tasks. Costs include labor, travel, and supplies. Project management may also include day-to-day
administration, management, and support services associated with the monitoring program. The
project management costs must be realized for the duration of the monitoring program.

STEP 6: CATEGORIZE THE TYPES OF DATA

There are several types of data
gathered as part of the monitoring

program that may be useful in developing . durmg plannmg for. the prOJect S
the program or that may provide - develop baselme data at the 31te i
additional information on the performance | .. . : - g i

of the system. The project manager
should also be aware of available
information that is not part of the
monitoring program, but that could be
useful to it. Consultation with agency
~ personnel, local universities and
consultants, citizen environmental groups
(e.g., Audubon chapters), and landowners
in the area can reveal information of this

type.

Types of data for varlous phases ofa project: -

. dunng constructlon o e e
BEe momtor 'constructxon actlvmes T

STEP 7: DETERMINE THE LEVEL OF EFFORT AND DURATION

How much monitoring is required? The answer to this question is dependent on the goals
and performance criteria for the project as well as on the type of ecological system being restored.
A monitoring program does not need to be complex and expensive to be effective. The appropriate
level of effort is that which will produce a well-designed, systematic program that targets key
parameters tied to performance criteria and that reports the results of the monitoring effort in a
concise and informative way.

Step 7A: Incorporate Landscape Ecology

The uncertainty associated with the system is a major determinant in the level of effort. A
restoration project with high uncertainty and/or very restrictive performance criteria may require a
very elaborate and complex monitoring program.

The project size or scale affects the project complexity. As heterogeneity increases, the
problem of effectively sampling the entire system becomes more complex. This means that the
system does not reside in a vacuum. The project manager must be cognizant of the potential effect




Planning Aquatic Ecosystem
Restoration Monitoring Programs

on system performance by such things as road noise, dogs, dune buggies, air pollution, water-borne
contamination, stream flow diversions, human trampling, grazing animals, and a myriad of other
elements.

Step 7B: Determine Timing, Frequency, and Duration of Sampling

The monitoring program should be carried out according to a systematic schedule. The plan
should include a start date, the time of the year during which field studies should take place, the
frequency of field studies, and the end date for the program. Timing, frequency, and duration are
dependent on the aspects of system type and complexity, controversy, and uncertainty.

Timing. The monitoring program should be designed prior to conducting any baseline studies. A
problem often encountered with this initial sampling is seasonality. Construction may be completed
in midwinter, when vegetation and other conditions are not as relevant to the performance criteria
and goals of the project, which may focus on midsummer conditions.

The field studies should be carried out during an appropriate time of the year. The driving
consideration is the performance criteria. Because weather varies from year to year, it is wise to
“bracket” the season with the sampling. For example, sampling temperature four times during the
midsummer may be better than a single sampling in the middle of the season. Sampling can be
performed either by concentrating all tasks during a single site visit, or by carrying out one task or
a similar set of tasks at several sites in a single day.

Frequency. Frequency of sampling refers to the period of time between samplings. In general,
“new” systems change rapidly and should be monitored more often than older systems. As the
system becomes established, it is generally less vulnerable to disturbances. Hence, monitoring can
be less frequent. An example of this is annual monitoring of a marsh for the first 3 years, followed
by monitoring at intervals of 2-5 years for the duration of the project life or until the system

stabilizes.

Duration. The monitoring program should extend long enough to provide reasonable assurances that
the system has either met its performance criteria, or that it will or will not likely meet the criteria.
A restored system should be reasonably self-maintaining after a certain period of time. Fluctuations
on an annual basis in some parameters of the system will occur even in the most stable mature
systems. It is important for the program to extend to a point somewhere after the period of most
rapid change and into the period of stabilization of the system.

Step 7C: Develop Statistical Framework

The monitoring study design needs to include consideration of statistical issues, including
location of sample collection, the number of replicate samples to collect, the sample size, etc. These
decisions should be made based upon an understanding of the accuracy and precision required for
the data. The ultimate use of the data must be kept in mind when developing the sampling plan. It
is useful to frequently ask, “Will this sampling method give me the answers I need to evaluate how
the system is doing relative to the performance criteria and goals?”

10
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Step 7D: Choose the Sampling Level (number of replicates)

The appropriate level of sampling or the number of replicates under any particular field or
laboratory sampling effort depends on information and needed level of accuracy. Quantity and
quality of information desired is in turn dependent in part on the expenditures necessary to carry out
the identified components of the sampling plan.

IMPLEMENTING AND MANAGING THE MONITORING PROGRAM

Management of the monitoring program is perhaps the least appreciated but one of the most
important components of a restoration project. Because monitoring continues well after construction
activities, there is a natural tendency for the program to lose momentum, for the data to accumulate
with little analysis, and for little documentation and dissemination of the information. This section
presents methods for preventing or minimizing these problems.

Envisioning the Program

The project manager must have a vision of the life (i.e., duration) of the monitoring program,
and must see how the program fits into the broader topic of restoration as a viable tool for carrying
out the goals of both the agency and the cost-sharing sponsor.

Determining Roles

The responsibility for carrying out the monitoring program generally is that of the project
sponsor. However, responsibility should be established clearly in writing during the development
of the restoration project, because this responsibility can last for a decade or more.

Assuring Quality

The project manager should consider data quality as a high priority in the monitoring
program. Scientifically defensible data require that at least minimal QA procedures are in place.

Interpreting Results

Results of the monitoring program should be interpreted with objectivity, completeness, and
relevance to the project objectives. The project manager and the local cost-sharing sponsor may
share responsibility in interpretating the results generated by the monitoring program. The roles of
the project manager and local sponsor need to be determined prior to any data-gathering effort. Both
parties should seek appropriate technical expertise as needed.

Managing Data

Data should be stored in a systematic and logical manner that facilitates analysis and
presentation. Planning of the monitoring program should address the types of graphs and tables that
will be used to summarize the results of the monitoring program. Most monitoring data sets can be
organized to allow direct graphing of the data using database or spreadsheet software.
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Managing Contracts

One of the most difficult aspects of managing a monitoring program can be management of
the contracts required to conduct the program. Most projects require at least some of the work be
contracted to a consultant or another agency. Because monitoring programs are frequently carried
out on a seasonal basis, timing is important.

ACTING ON THE RESULTS

The results from a monitoring program are an important tool for assessing the progress of
a restoration project and informing project decision makers about the potential need for action.

Alternative Actions

Because these are natural systems, unexpected consequences of restoration activities may
occur. The three basic options available are as follows:

« 1o action - this alternative is appropriate if the project is generally progressing as
expected or if progress is slower than expected but will probably meet project goals
within a reasonable amount of time.

« maintenance - this alternative refers to physical actions required to maintain the course
of project development toward its goals.

« modification of project goals - monitoring may indicate that the project is not progressing
toward goals, but is progressing toward a system that has other highly desirable
functions. In this case, the sponsor and the Corps may decide that the most cost-effective
action would be to modify the project goals rather than to make extensive physical
changes to meet original goals for the project.

Adaptive Management

The Corps circular titled “Ecosystem Restoration in the Civil Works Program” (Corps 1995)
states that restoration is uncertain, and that it is prudent to allow for contingencies to address
problems during, or after, project construction.

Annual assessments of the progress of the system should be made. At that time, decisions
can be made regarding any midcourse corrections or other alternative actions, including modification
of goals. The annual assessments would use monitoring data, and may require additional data or
expertise from outside the project. Because the overall idea is to make the restoration project “work”
while not expending large amounts of funds to adhere to inflexible and unrealistic goals, decisions
would be made about the physical actions that may be needed versus alterations in project goals.
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Documenting and Reporting

Documentation and reporting of the progress and development of the restoration project
provides written evidence that can be used for a variety of purposes by the project manager. Three
simple concepts are common among the best documented projects:

« asingle file was developed that was the repository of all project information
+ the events and tasks of the project were recorded chronologically in a systematic manner

» well-written documents (i.e., planning and monitoring) were produced and distributed
widely enough to become part of the general regional or national awareness of the
project.

Main sections in a general
format for a monitoring report should
include a title page, summary or
abstract, introduction, site description,
methods, results, discussion,
conclusions, recommendations,
acknowledgments, and literature cited.

Dissemination of the Results

Recipients of the report and
other monitoring information should
include all interested parties (e.g., all
state and federal agencies involved in
a permit action). In addition, complete files should be maintained. The audience can include beach-
goers, birders, fishers, developers, industry representatives, engineers, government environmental
managers, politicians, and scientists. The recipient list and schedule for delivery of the reports
should be developed by the project manager. If appropriate, a meeting with interested parties should
be held to present the results of the monitoring effort and to discuss the future of the project. Large,
complex, and expensive projects may have wide appeal and interest, and meetings on these projects
will require more planning. Presentations should be tailored to the audience to provide the
information in the clearest and most relevant form.
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DETAILED PROCESS DESCRIPTION

1. INTRODUCTION

The monitoring program is a valuable tool to determine restoration project success. Just like
engineers used information from early bridge designs to make subsequent bridges stronger, so can
the restoration project manager and others

use information from restoration projects to
design better restoration projects. When the
project manager sits down at the table with
interested parties to discuss the project, he
or she should be confident in having a set of
defensible information (i.e., data and
observations) upon which to base decisions,
and to justify the effort and cost for the
restoration project. A monitoring program
provides this information.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(Corps) Circular No. 1105-2-210 (Corps
1995) provides guidance for ecosystem
restoration activities. In that document,
adaptive management is put forth as the
technique to be employed in restoration projects because “success can vary due to a variety of
technical and site specific factors.” The document further specifies that a carefully designed
monitoring program lies at the heart of adaptive management. The present report was written to
facilitate the design of a restoration project monitoring program.

BACKGROUND

Hundreds of millions of dollars are invested annually in aquatic restoration through federal
programs such as Superfund, the Endangered Species Act, and the Clean Water Act as well as
regional, state, and local programs. The Corps plays a significant role in aquatic restoration through
both the implementation of water resources and restoration projects and its regulatory authority
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The Corps’ Evaluation of Environmental Investments
Research Program (EEIRP) was initiated to provide Corps planners with methods and techniques
to aid in development of environmental restoration and mitigation projects. To date, the EEIRP has
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produced documents on several aspects of plan formulation, ranging from conceptual frameworks
(Scodari et al. 1995) to costing of restoration projects (Shreffler et al. 1995).

Neither aquatic systém restoration nor compensatory mitigation has always been successful.
Based largely on a series of early restoration efforts that were poorly carried out and/or monitored,
the National Research Council (NRC)! concluded that most restoration projects are failures (NRC
1992). Because restoration projects can cost millions of dollars to implement, and because aquatic
restoration to date has had poor success, there is a critical need to develop a more systematic and
defensible approach to restoration of these ecosystems. The NRC identified several critical aspects
of restoration projects that could improve the probability of success. One major factor was
monitoring. Monitoring programs associated with restoration and mitigation projects have largely
been ineffective in assessing the actual performance of the system. This inadequacy leads to a poor
understanding of the problems and limits development of remedial actions to improve the
performance of the project. Problems in monitoring programs largely occur during program
development and implementation phases. Much of the information generated by monitoring
programs ends up filed away or so closely guarded that it is unavailable to others. Because the
overall goal on a national level is to improve both the probability and predictability of success for
restoration, adequate monitoring is critical. Objective information on restoration and mitigation
efforts is needed for the advancement of restoration technology.

There is no unified approach to monitoring and assessing aquatic restoration projects within
the Corps. Although efforts such as the hydrogeomorphic (HGM) functional assessment method are
presently being developed and could serve as a method for monitoring aquatic restoration projects
(Brinson 1993), full implementation of HGM or any other approach is not likely in the near future.
Yet, projects continue to be planned and built, and there is an acute need to conduct systematic
evaluations of the success of these efforts in order to assure that the projects meet their objectives
and that information gained on the project can be used to plan future projects.

PURPOSE, OBJECTIVE, AND AUDIENCE

The purpose of this report is to provide a systematic approach to planning, implementing,
and interpreting monitoring programs for restoration projects. The objective of the report is to show
how a monitoring program proceeds from identification of restoration project goals, through
selecting monitoring methods, and finally to interpretation and dissemination of results. The use of
monitoring results to implement corrective actions is also described. This report is not a “how to”

! The NRCisa private, nonprofit, self-perpetuating society of distinguished scholars engaged in scientific and engineering
research, dedicated to the furtherance of science and technology and to their use for the general welfare. The NRC was
organized by the National Academy of Sciences in1916 to associate the broad community of science and technology with the
Academy’s purposes of furthering knowledge and advising the federal government.
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manual of the specifics of sampling, sample processing, statistical analysis of data, etc., but rather
a guide to fundamental elements of a monitoring program for aquatic restoration.

The report presents all major aspects of a monitoring program. Funding and priorities will
necessarily limit the level of effort devoted to any specific monitoring program. We address this
issue in the report, but acknowledge that decisions will have to be made on a case-by-case basis on
the level of effort incorporated into a monitoring program. This report presents the components that
at the very least, need to be considered to develop credible data. The report provides guidance on
selection of key parameters to include in order to eliminate unnecessary data gathering and analysis.
Therefore, individuals responsible for programs with very little funding for monitoring can make
some systematic decisions about what to include or exclude from the program. The report is directed
at Corps planners to help them identify factors to consider in a monitoring program, and to design
and to implement an efficient, cost-effective program. '

As specified in Circular No. 1105-2-210 mentioned above, any monitoring proposal must
consider the local sponsor’s ability to carry out and fund the program and specify who will actually
carry out the monitoring activities. Additionally, a project manager should be agreed upon to
coordinate with the Corps planners and oversee the operation and maintenance of the project,
including monitoring. All this should be clearly specified in a Project Cooperation Agreement.
Creativity in developing monitoring arrangements is also encouraged, as cooperative efforts may
improve the cost efficiency of monitoring programs for both the Corps and the sponsor. For more
detail on these issues refer to EC 1105-2-210 pages 21-23.

ORGANIZATION OF THIS REPORT

The report is divided into five major sections following the introduction. The sections
include Background of Aquatic Restoration Monitoring (II), Monitoring as Part of a Restoration
Project (III), Developing a Monitoring Program (IV), Implementing and Managing the Monitoring
Program (V), and Acting on the Results (VI). This organization is designed to lead from an
overview of the role of the monitoring plan, through specifics on how to plan an efficient monitoring
scheme, how to implement and manage the program, and finally how to interpret and act on the
results (Figure I.1). Case studies are interspersed in the report to provide examples of monitoring
programs that can be used as models for designing future programs.

APPROACH

This report was prepared through a search of the literature and discussions with key
individuals involved in the implementation of restoration monitoring programs. This information
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included up-to-date guidelines from the NRC, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as well as the Corps, and to a limited extent, state and local
agencies. Because an overwhelming amount of published and unpublished literature of
environmental monitoring studies exists, the literature review focused on “synthesis documents” that
summarize and provide guidance on conducting environmental monitoring programs.

The Institute for Water Resources (IWR) and the Waterways Experiment Station (WES) have
produced several documents that guided the development of this report and provided the framework
within which it was designed to fit. Documents reviewed were the following: Economic
Considerations in Mitigation Planning (The Greeley-Polhemus Group, Inc. 1991), First Steps in
Development of a Method for Evaluating Environmental Restoration Projects (Russell et al. 1992),
Values of Environmental Protection and Restoration (Klein et al. 1993), Wetland Mitigation Banking
(Environmental Law Institute 1994, Brumbaugh and Reppert 1994, Apogee Research, Inc. 1994),
Programs for Determining Significance and Prioritization of Environmental Resources (Doll 1994),
Review of Monetary and Non-monetary Environmental Investments (Feather et al. 1995a), Prototype
Information Tree for Environmental Plan Formulation and Cost Estimation (Scodari et al. 1995),
Compilation and Review of Completed Restoration and Mitigation Studies in Developing Evaluation
Framework for Environmental Resources (Feather and Capan 1995a, 1995b), Resource Significance
(Apogee Research, Inc. 1995), Trade-off Analysis for Environmental Projects (Feather et al. 1995b),
National Review of Non-Corps Restoration Projects (Shreffler et al. 1995), National Review of
Corps Restoration Projects (Muncy et al. 1996) and Development of Guidance on Restoration
Planning (Yozzo et al. 1996).

The next section covers the background of restoration project monitoring and identifies the
key reasons for conducting a monitoring program. In addition, the several major programs in the
field of restoration monitoring now underway are described.
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II. BACKGROUND OF AQUATIC RESTORATION MONITORING

The ecological “performance” of restored aquatic systems has been monitored at sites
throughout the United States. Monitoring programs have varied widely in level of effort, measured
parameters, sampling methods, sampling frequency, and duration (Kentula et al. 1992a; Shreffler
et al. 1995). Reporting has also varied widely from little or no documentation to publication of
results in peer-reviewed scientific journals and books. Much of the variation is related to the
availability of funds to support monitoring. However, a major source of the variability among
monitoring programs is attributed to differences in project goals and in the types of systems under
study. Riparian forested wetlands require methods and sampling frequencies different from those
appropriate to planktonic systems, for example.

Several recent publications
address the need for a more
unified and systematic approach to
monitoring, especially as related
to restoration and mitigation
projects (see Table II.1). Some
key programs that have a major
focus on monitoring restored
aquatic systems include the WES
Wetland Research Programs
including the beneficial use of
dredged material, the USFWS
Waterfow]l Enhancement Program,
the Coastal Restoration Program
of the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), and the Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection, and
Restoration Act Program (CWPPRA). The Corps has a long history of developing methods for
creating wetland systems with dredged material, and has produced several key documents detailing
monitoring of these systems (e.g., Newling and Landin 1985). The Upper Mississippi River
Management System Environmental Management Program (UMRS-EMP) of the Corps has a major
monitoring component (Corps 1992). The UMRS-EMP is designed to protect and balance the
resources of the Upper Mississippi River Basin and to guide river management. Among the five
elements in the program are two that directly address restoration monitoring: (1) habitat
rehabilitation and enhancement projects, and (2) long-term resource monitoring. Waterfowl
enhancement through USFWS has become routinely successful. The NOAA restoration program
is relatively new, but could potentially develop into a major coastal restoration program through
implementation of Superfund cleanup actions (Thayer 1992). The CWPPRA was set up to develop
a project-oriented program to combat wetland loss in Louisiana (Steyer and Stewart 1992). This
program has produced a guidance document on monitoring of CWPPRA projects in Louisiana.

Cl (N RC 990) reV1ewedthe
] ith th .
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Table I1.1. Publications that present relevant information on monitoring of restored aquatic systems

Bottomland Hardwood Wetlands _
Gosselink, J.G., And L.C. Lee. 1989. Cumulative Impact Assessment in Bottomland Hardwood Forests.

Wetlands 9:89-174.

Gosselink, J.G., L.C. Lee, and T.A. Muir. 1990. Ecological Processes and Cumulative Impacts. Lewis
Publishers, Inc., Chelsea, Michigan.

Central California Coastal Systems
Josselyn, M.N., And J.W. Buchholz. 1984. Marsh Restoration in San Francisco Bay: a Guide to Design

and Planning. Technical Report #3, Tiburon Center for Environmental Studies, San Francisco State
University, San Francisco, California.

Coastal Louisiana
Boesch, D.F., M.N. Josselyn, A.J. Mehta, J.T. Morris, W.K. Nuttle, C.A. Simenstad, and D.J.P. Swift. 1994.

Scientific Assessment of Coastal Wetland Loss, Restoration and Management in Louisiana. Journal of
Coastal Research Special Issue No. 20.

Duffy, W.G. and D. Clark, Editors. 1989. Marsh Management on Coastal Louisiana: Effects and Issues--
Proceedings of a Symposium. Biol. Rep. 89(22). Louisiana Department of Natural Resources and U.S. Fish

and Wildlife Service, Washington, D.C.

Steyer, G.D. and R.E. Stewart. 1992. Monitoring Program for Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection, and
Restoration Act Projects. Open File report 93-01. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Wetlands
Research Center, Louisiana.

Coastal Southern California
Pacific Estuarine Research Laboratory. 1990. A Manual for Assessing Restored and Natural Coastal
Wetlands with Examples from Southern California. California Sea Grant Report No. T-CSGCP-021. La

Jolla, California.

Zedler, J.B. 1984. Salt Marsh Restoration: a Guidebook for Southern California. California Sea Grant
Report No. T-CSGCP-009. California Sea Grant College Program, Institute of Marine Resources, University
of California, La Jolla, California.

Zedler, J.B., C.S. Nordby and B.E. Kus. 1992. The ecology of Tijuana estuary, California: A National
Estuarine Research Reserve. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Office of Coastal Resource
Management, Sanctuaries and Reserves Division, Washington, D.C.

Zedler, J.B., Principal Author. 1996. Tidal Wetland Restoration: A Scientific Perspective and Southern
California Focus. California Sea Grant Report No. T-038. California Sea Grant College System, University
of California, La Jolla, California.
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TABLE IL.1. (contd)

Dredged Material
Newling, C.J., And M.C. Landin. 1985. Long-term Monitoring of Habitat Development at Upland and

Wetland Dredged Material Disposal Sites 1974-1982. Technical Report D-85-5. Dredging Operations
Technical Support Program, Waterways Experiment Station, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg,
Mississippi.

Economic Assessment

Lipton, -D.W., K.F. Wellman, I.C. Sheifer, and R.F. Weiher. 1995. Economic Valuation of Natural
Resources--a Handbook for Coastal Resource Policy Makers. Decision Analysis Series No. 5., Coastal
Ocean Program, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Silver Spring, Maryland.

Shreffler, D.K., R.M. Thom, M.J. Scott, K.F. Wellman, M.A. Walters, and M. Curran. 1995. National
Review of Non-corps Environmental Restoration Projects. IWR Report 95-R-12. Prepared for Institute for
Water Resources, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Alexandria, Virginia.

EPA Wetlands Research Program
Abbruzzese, B., A.B. Allen, S. Henderson, and M.E. Kentula. 1988. “Selecting Sites for Comparison with

Created Wetlands.” In Proceedings of Symposium ‘87--Wetlands/Peatlands, compiled by C.D.A. Rubec and
R.P. Overend, pp. 291-297. Edmonton, Alberta, Canada.

Kentula, M.E., R.P. Brooks, S.E. Gwin, C.C. Holland, A.D. Sherman, and J.C. Sifneos. 1992. An Approach
Sfor Improving Decision Making in Wetland Restoration and Creation. EPA/600/R-92/150. U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, Environmental Research Laboratory, Corvallis, Oregon.

Kusler, J.A., and M.E. Kentula, eds. 1990. Wetland Creation and Restoration, the Status of the Science.
Island Press, Washington, D.C.

Leibowitz, B. Abbruzzese, P.R. Adamus, L.E. Hughes and J.T. Irish. 1992. A4 Synoptic Approach to
Cumulative Impact Assessment. EPA/600/R-92/167. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Environmental
Research Laboratory, Corvallis, Oregon.

Magee, T.K., K.A. Dwire, S.E. Gwin, P.W. Shaffer, C.C. Holland, and J. Honea. 1995. Field and
Laboratory Operations Report for the Oregon Wetlands Study. EPA/600/R-95/024. U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Environmental Research Laboratory, Corvallis, Oregon.

Sifneos, J.C., D.L. Frostholm, M.E. Kentula, M. Rylko, and K. Kunz. 1991. A4 Pilot Study to Compare
Created and Natural Wetlands in Western Washington and Evaluate Methods. EPA/600.R-92/013. NTIS
Accessions Number PB92 136 811. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Environmental Research
Laboratory, Corvallis, Oregon.

Fish Habitat Restoration
Adams, M.A., and . W. Whyte. 1990. Fish Habitat Enhancement, a Manual for Freshwater, Estuarine and
Marine Habitats. DFO 4474. Department of Fisheries and Oceans, Canada.
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TABLEIL1. (contd)

General Systems
Hunsaker, C.T., and D.E. Carpenter, eds. 1990. Environmental Monitoring and Assessment Program.

Ecological Indicators. EPA 600/3-90/060. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Research and
Development, Research Triangle Park, North Carolina.

Loeb, S.L., and A. Spacie. 1994. Biological Monitoring of Aquatic Systems. Lewis Publishers,
Boca Raton, Florida.

EPA (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency). 1991. Biological criteria: research and regulation,
proceedings of a symposium. EPA-440/5-91-005. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, D.C.

General Wetlands
Brinson, MM. 1993. A hydrogeomorphic classification for wetlands. Technical Report WRP-DE-4.
Wetlands Research Program, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Washington, D.C.

Brinson, M.M., Kruczynski, L.C. Lee, W.L. Nutter, R.D. Smith, and D.F. Whigham. 1994. “Developing
an approach for assessing the functions of wetlands.” In Global Wetlands; Old and New, ed. W.J. Mitsch,

Elsevier Science.

Schneller-McDonald, K., and, L.S. Ischinger and G.T. Auble. 1990. Wetland creation and restoration.
description and summary of the literature. Biological Report 90(3). U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Washington, D.C.

Wheeler, B.D., S.C. Shaw, W.J. Fojt and R.A. Robertson, eds. 1995. Restoration of temperate wetlands.
John Wiley & Sons, New York, New York.

Marine Coastal Restoration General

Desbonnet, A. P. Pogue, V. Lee, and N. Wolff. 1994. Vegetated buffers in the coastal zone--a summary
review and bibliography. Coastal Resources Center Technical Report No. 2064. University of Rhode Island
Graduate School of Oceanography, Narragansette, Rhode Island.

Dobson, J.E., E.A. Bight, R.L Ferguson, D.W. Field, L.L Wood, K.D. Haddad, H. Iredale III, J.R. Jensen,
V.V.Klemas, R.J. Orth, and J.P. Thomas. 1995. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Coastal
Change Analysis Program (C-CAP): Guidance for Regional Implementation. NOAA Technical Report
Series NMFS 123. U.S. Department of Commerce, Seattle, Washington.

Kiraly, S.J., F.A. Cross and J.D. Buffington, Editors. 1990. Federal coastal wetland mapping programs:
a report by the National Ocean Pollution Policy Board'’s Habitat Loss and Modification Working Group.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Washington, D.C.

Thayer, G.W. 1992. Restoring the Nation's Marine Environment. A Maryland Sea Grant Book. College
Park, Maryland.
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TABLE II.1. (contd)

Vestal, B., A. Reiser, M. Ludwig, J. Kurland, C. Collins and Jill Ortiz. 1995. Methodologies and
Mechanisms for Management of Cumulative Coastal Environmental Impacts. Part I--Synthesis, with
Annotated Bibliography, Part II--Development and Application of a Cumulative Impacts Assessment

Protocol. Decision Analysis Series No. 6. Coastal Ocean Program, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, Silver Spring, Maryland.

National Research Council (NRC)

NRC (National Research Council). 1990. Managing troubled water, the role of marine environmental
monitoring. National Academy Press, Washington, D.C.

NRC (National Research Council). 1992. Restoration of aquatic ecosystems. National Academy Press,
Washington, D.C.

NRC (National Research Council). 1995. Wetlands: characteristics and boundaries. Draft. National
Academy Press, Washington, D.C.

Pacific Northwest Systems

FEMAT (Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team). 1993. Forest ecosystem management: an
ecological, economic, and social assessment. U.S. Forest Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture,
Washington, D.C..

Shreffler, D.K., and R M. Thom. 1993. Restoration of Urban Estuaries: New Approaches for Site Location
and Design. Prepared for Washington State Department of Natural Resources, Olympia, Washington.

Simenstad, C.A., C.D. Tanner, RM. Thom and L.L. Conquest. 1991. Estuarine Habitat Assessment
Protocol. Prepared for U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10. Seattle, Washington.

Strickland, R. 1986. Wetland Functions, Rehabilitation, and Creation in the Pacific Northwest: the State
of Our Understanding. Publication No. 86-14. Washington State Department of Ecology, Olympia,
Washington.

Williams, G.L. 1989. Coastal/Estuarine Fish Habitat Description & Assessment Manual Part I Special
Habitat Outlines. Prepared for Unsolicited Proposals Program, Supply and Services Canada, Hull, Québec.

Seagrasses
Batiuk, R.A., R.J. Orth, K.A. Moore, W.C. Dennison, J.C. Stevenson, L.W. Staver, V. Carter, N.B. Rybicki,

R.E. Hickman, S. Kollar, S. Bieber, and P. Heasley. 1992. Chesapeake Bay Submerged Aquatic Vegetation
Habitat Requirements and Restoration Targets: a Technical Synthesis. U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Chesapeake Bay Program.

Fonseca, M.S., 1990. “Regional Analysis of the Creation and Restoration of Seagrass Systems.” In Wetland
Creation and Restoration, the Status of the Science, eds. J.A. Kusler and M.E. Kentula, pp. 175-198. Island
Press, Washington, D.C.
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TABLEIL1. (contd)

Fonseca, M.S. 1992. “Restoring seagrass systems in the United States.” In Restoring the Nation's Marine
Environment, G.W. Thayer, pp. 79-110. Maryland Sea Grant College Publication UM-SG-TS-92-06,
College Park, Maryland.

Fonseca, M.S. No Date. 4 Guide to Planting Seagrasses in the Gulf of Mexico. Texas A&M University Sea
Grant College Program.

Phillips, R.C. 1982. “Seagrass meadows.” In Creation and Restoration of Coastal Plant Communities, ed.
R.R. Lewis, pp. 173-202. CRC Press, Boca Raton, Florida.

Spartina alterniflora Marsh Restoration

Matthews, G.A and T.J. Minello. 1994. Technology and Success in Restoration, Creation, and Enhancement
of Spartina alterniflora Marshes in the United States. Volume 1- Executive Summary and Annotated
Bibliography. Decision Analysis Series No. 2. Coastal Ocean Program, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, Silver Spring, Maryland.

Wetlands for Wastewater Treatment
Marble, A.D. 1991. A guide to wetland functional design. Lewis Publishers, Boca Raton, Florida.

Phillips, R.C. H.E. Westerdahl, A.L. Mize, and S.A. Robinson. 1993. Summary of Literature Describing
the Functional Ability of Wetlands to Enhance Wastewater Quality. Technical Report WRP-CP-2. U.S.
Army Engineer Waterways Experiment Station, Vicksburg, Mississippi.

The Wetlands Research Program implemented by the EPA Corvallis Research Laboratory
has based much of its research on the premise that in order to create and restore wetlands, a
comprehensive program is needed to understand the ecological functions of wetlands (Kentula et al.
1992b). Kentula et al. stated that “efforts to evaluate success of wetland restoration and creation
projects have been complicated by a lack of stated project goals and by a lack of agreement on what
constitutes success.” To help define success of projects, the Program has developed an approach for
establishing ecological criteria for wetland restoration and creation based upon their research.
Kentula et al. found that monitoring, a key element of the Wetlands Research Program approach, is
seldom performed.

Two important concepts have recently emerged as being highly relevant to the field of
aquatic ecosystem restoration and monitoring of restored systems. First, the principles of landscape
ecology have driven restoration ecologists to look beyond the local restoration site and to consider
the surrounding elements of the landscape. This is important in that the restored site depends to a
certain degree on inputs and connections with the surrounding environment, and that siting of
restoration projects may be facilitated by first considering where restoration might best fit into the
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landscape (Shreffler and Thom 1993). Monitoring programs must include some information on the
factors affecting the restored system on a landscape scale.

The second concept involves development of a wetland classification system using the
hydrogeomorphic approach (Brinson 1993). This approach recognizes that a certain set of physical
and hydrological characteristics must be present in order for a wetland to develop and to function
properly. In a restoration context, this approach is useful for developing site plans and for
monitoring and assessing functional performance. In a recent review of wetland delineation
methods, the NRC endorsed the validity of the hydrogeomorphic approach (NRC 1995).

The literature review, which is further summarized in the following sections, generally shows
that monitoring programs for restoration vary dramatically from project to project. Many programs
have been ineffective in assessing performance of the restored system (NRC 1992; Kentula et al.
1992b). There is an urgent need to develop a more systematic approach to monitoring restored
systems to provide data that can be used to judge the progress of the restored system toward project
goals and to assist in the management and maintenance of the system.
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III. MONITORING AS PART OF A RESTORATION PROJECT

A restoration project has five basic parts
or phases (Table I 1)

S planmng

. construction ' i
503, .:_:assessment of performance

i, management of the system_ ’

Monitoring should be conceived during the
planning phase when the goals and performance
criteria are developed for the restoration project.
Baseline studies required to provide more
information on the site, to develop project goals,
and to refine the monitoring plan often are
conducted during the planning phase, and can be
considered the initial phase of the monitoring
program. Baseline information can form a very
useful data set on pre-project conditions against
which performance of the system can be evaluated.

Monitoring during construction phase is done primarily to assure that the restoration plans are
correctly carried out and that the natural habitats surrounding the site are not unduly damaged.
Actual performance monitoring is implemented in the assessment phase. Management of the
system includes both management of the monitoring program, as well as application of the results
to make midcourse corrections in the system. Finally, results are disseminated to make people
aware of the progress of the system, and ultimately, to improve the technology of restoration.

COMPONENTS OF A MONITORING PROGRAM

Based upon a thorough review of marine monitoring programs, some of which had been in

place for over 30 years, the NRC (1990)
recommended the following factors
applicable to ensure a sound monitoring
program:

¢ clear monitoring program goals
and objectives that are
meaningful and that provide the
basis for scientific investigation

e appropriate allocation of time
and resources for data

collection, management,
synthesis, interpretation, and
analysis

" the monltormg program goals

_ The goals ofa restoratlon momtorlng program :
» are as follows A . :

*  assessthe performance of the restoratlon
project relative to theﬁzp‘rqject goals

. provide information that can be used to
improve the performance of the project

.- prov1de mforma’aon to mterested partles

: The objectwes of a restoratmn'momtormg

program are the steps that will result in attaining
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TABLE IIL.1. Monitoring as part of a restoration project

Planning
Selecting the restoration strategy
Developing a vision
Selecting habitat type

Developing goals

Developing the conceptual model
Selecting a site

Establishing performance criteria

Engineering a design
Analyzing cost
Budgeting

Scheduling

Financing
Documenting
Conducting peer review

Construction
Converting the vision to a real project

Assessment of performance
Linking performance and goals
Developing methods to assess performance
Establishing timelines and predictions
Determining statistical considerations
Determining reference sites

Management of the project
Conducting adaptive management

Maintaining continuity of the project

Dissemination of results

Baseline monitoring
Initial development of the monitoring plan

Construction monitoring

Implementation of performance monitoring

Application of monitoring results to
improve the progress and success of the
restoration project
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 quality assurance procedures and peer review
 supportive research beyond the primary program

 flexible programs that allow modifications where changes in conditions or new
information suggests the need

* useful and accessible monitoring information available to all interested parties.

Although the NRC’s recommendations appear to be research-oriented, they are designed
to ensure that the monitoring programs produce defensible results that satisfy the general objectives,
while acknowledging that even the best conceived plan may need revision once implemented. The
NRC also recognizes the need to make the monitoring data readily available and useful.

Using the above recommendations, guidance on how to develop a restoration monitoring
program as applied to Corps restoration projects is provided in the following three sections. In
Section IV, the parameters to be measured and a rationale for selection are discussed. In addition,
the section covers fundamentals of choosing monitoring methods, incorporating cost into decisions,
selecting the types of data that will be gathered, and determining the level of effort needed.
Program implementation is covered in Section V, which also identifies the important aspects of
documentation and reporting. Finally, Section VI discusses how to make decisions on what to do
if the project is not developing as planned.

AUDIENCE

The NRC (1990) pointed out the
importance of recognizing the audience
interested in the results of the
restoration project. This audience can
include beach-goers, birders, fishers,
developers, industry representatives,
engineers, government environmental
managers, politicians, and scientists.
Hence, the monitoring program can
meet many needs. Monitoring
information is critical for the project
manager to determine whether the
project is proceeding toward the goals
or if adjustments are neccessary.
Furthermore, monitoring provides
information essential to the verification

31




Planning Aquatic Ecosystem
Restoration Monitoring Programs

of predictive models and provides managers with a rationale for setting goals in future restoration
projects (NRC 1990).

Understanding the audience and its needs is critical to the monitoring effort. Compiling a
Jist of known and potentially interested parties, along with a statement about the use that each party
may make of the information is helpful. This list is often easy to compile based upon meetings held
during preliminary development of the restoration project, and it can later serve as a mailing list for
documents produced by the project.

WHEN TO DEVELOP THE MONITORING PLAN

The monitoring plan should be developed in conjunction with planning for the restoration
project. Once the goals for the project are established in the project planning phase, the
performance of the system should be considered. Hence, this is the appropriate time to establish
the monitoring plan. Modifications in the plan can be made later, if there is new knowledge about
the site or changes in funding level, for example. Development of the monitoring plan need not be
long, time-consuming and laborious. The most efficient plans are developed by knowledgeable
individuals in a relatively short period of time. Professionals involved in complex monitoring
programs can generally develop an efficient plan in less than a week. For simple projects, draft
plans can be developed in less than a day.

The next section describes in detail a process for developing a monitoring program. The
process is divided into seven main steps. Although some steps can occur simultaneously with
others, these steps represents the general order of the process.
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IV. DEVELOPING A MONITORING PROGRAM

STEP 1: DEFINE THE RESTORATION VISION, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES

There is an evolution that occurs in ecosystem restoration projects. The evolution begins
with an idea of what the final project will look like and how it will function. In order to facilitate
implementation of the project, the idea gets more formally stated as a goal, which leads to clear
specifications as to what must actually be done on the ground to make the idea a reality. There are
many terms used to label steps in this evolutionary process. We present some definitions of these
terms in Step 1. Because the project is being carried out to improve environmental conditions,
clearly stated goals, objectives, and specifications are critical to the design process. Furthermore,
the goals for the project set the stage for what must be monitored to assess whether the project is
successfully meeting the goals for which it was designed. Hence, the project goals are important
to the design of the project as well as to the design of the monitoring program. Finally, the
objective of the monitoring program is to measure the performance of the project relative to
the project goals.

Each restoration project is, at some point, a visual image in the minds of people involved
in the project. Major features of the system, such as vegetation distribution, water, and presence
of wildlife, are generally included in the image. This vision is the overarching goal upon which the
restored ecosystem is based. It requires the ability to attain a clear mental picture of a desired future
condition for the ecosystem, and to convey this picture to others. Because restoration of ecosystems
is complex, a vision is usually refined and strengthened through interaction with other individuals
representing a variety of disciplines.

The vision should be refined into a goal statement, which is also referred to as the planning
objective. For example, a planning objective might be to “restore habitat for juvenile salmon prey
resources.” The project specifications might be to “grade the land to the proper elevation, enhance
the substrate, and plant [a specified number of] eelgrass shoots.” The important aspect of the
goals/planning objectives and specifications is that a relevant monitoring program can be developed
around them,

Because the goal is critical to the
project and the monitoring program is
critical to assessment of success, it is best to
develop the monitoring program during the
planning phase. Early discussions about the -
goals for the project can be weighed against
the types of information that will be needed
to effectively evaluate whether the goals are met. Unrealistic goals can be modified into more
realistic (measurable) goals. Goals such as “we will restore the genetic composition of the system

‘Goals s

hould' oo
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to predisturbance conditions,” although theoretically achievable, would be difficult to evaluate.
Similarly, a goal to “restore natural biodiversity to the site” can be interpreted in several ways by
different people. Measuring “biodiversity” can become problematic and unfeasible.

Example goal statements for a wide variety of aquatic restoration projects are provided in
Table IV.1. The goal statements vary considerably in degree of specificity, but generally provide
clear directions for the projects. Many of the goals are combinations of goals, objectives, and
specifications. Of the hundreds of projects reviewed by Shreffler et al. (1995), most had some goal
statement. Those in Table IV.1 are for projects that had supportive documentation on project
performance relative to goals and costs for the project. For more detail on each of these projects
refer to the report by Shreffler et al. (1995), National Review of Non-Corps Environmental
Restoration Projects.

It is not uncommon for monitoring programs to be designed well after the planning phase,
and even after construction. In this case, it may be necessary to involve individuals, agencies, and
interested parties in the program-development process. There are two distinct disadvantages to
designing a monitoring program after planning and construction. First, the project goals may not
have been developed with a monitoring program in mind resulting in goals that are not directly
measurable by monitoring parameters. Second, important information regarding pre- and post-
construction conditions may not have been recorded resulting in poor baseline information.

The goals for the restoration project drive the monitoring program design. In Step 2, a
method is laid out that directly links goals to monitoring needs. The method centers around

development of a conceptual model.

STEP 2: DEVELOP THE CONCEPTUAL MODEL

A conceptual model is a useful tool for developing linkages between goals and parameters
that can be used to assess performance. In fact, a conceptual model is a useful tool throughout the
planning process, because it forces individuals planning the restoration project to identify the
following:

« direct and indirect connections among the physical, chemical, and biological
components of the ecosystem

« principal components upon which to focus restoration and monitoring efforts.

34




Planning Aquatic Ecosystem
Restoration Monitoring Programs

JuswLoURYUg
SJIIpIIM J0J pPUBpOM 10load yudurRdUERUY
SuoN SUON|  IeIqRY YSIeuwl Pue[jom 2oueyuy suuemsg \%0) gsIejq goeag ueroq
uoneonps ‘syuejd souesInu [0HUOD
‘sopnbsour jonuos ‘uoneaIoal
aaoxdull ‘jejiqey puepom
aaoxdw ‘AJISIOAIp [eo1Sojolq|  jusuwdoUBYU 1foag
aseaIoul ‘SUIpooyJ uLols PUBIOM uoneNIqEYRNY
SuoON padoaaap 124 auoN sonpai ‘Ayurenb Jo1em saodurg surenisg qa gsIey A proag
sanIsusp
YSI SONISUP 9BIGILIDAUL SpIuouies a[ruaAn(|
orpuaqids {s£sains SulAlp 10 saa1nosal Aaxd aoueyua uonesI)
SIBaA { UIYIM Joul SIom {SASAINS JUSWIPIS [eIOlInS|  pue Yoeaq [eprqns moj[eys pue puEnamM BAIY UONEINIA
BLIDIILI soueunioliad [eo1Sojoog ‘shoains AyderSodo) yorag| epnIsiul JO SAI0R £ JONISUO)D) sulren)sg VM saridysig ¢ dig
Ieak 1ad so5u0 ises] je Surddew wexdolrg
PUE ‘SUOHBAISSGO SJ1p[Im SHIPIim pue ysy| 1eiqey ofI[pPIIM UONEAIISUO)
'O soueuLopad Suneow|  ‘uonejuswnoop ojoyd saprjoul| JiJaUIq JEY) SUOKIPUOD UOHEISTIA pue ysij w)sLs0dy
are syo0afoid +0Q1 Y} JO ISOA Aqpeaid £ 1nq “orproads y9alorg 10 o130[01pAY o1oads 9381 | JO JuswsURYUY VM 21e)S Uo)SUIYSBAN
ureansumop
AjoreIpounuI pueiom IoATy eye[y Suold Ynos oy UonRIoISSY
jou [onuod pue 9)1s j0ofoid 18| JO $3S2I0Y pUR[UIONOQ [BINJRU AT} 5010,
U93q dAeY BLMLS sdueuLoyad| 1ySioy pue ‘Arsusp ‘servads son| 03 Jejrwis ymoidiopun pue saax poompleH uone.103sY
ULI9)-3U0[ pue ULI)-1I0YS ylog|Jo 861 2ouls Suoyuow [enuuy|  snoudSipur Jo 1S910] © UsI[qelsT puejuIonog 14 goueag [feH
duruLIolIA] J3(01g sanbruyoa ], Surio3ruoy s[eos) 3a3foag Lremag 193foag Jo ad£A1 | uwopedo] aure) jfoag

(S661 T8 19 J9[321yS wiod,]) syoaford uoneiolsas Jo sadKy snorrea 10y sjeod 30ofoad Jo sapdwexyg Al A19V.L

35




Planning Aquatic Ecosystem

Restoration Monitoring Programs

ANSIOAIP
pUR SS300® YSIJ ‘0ouepunge
Ka1d ysij ‘osn pue ANSISAIP
JAA0JI9JBM ‘SSBUIOIq A)IUNUIIOD
1S9I0] ‘SSEWOlq UONLIdFA JuswRdURYU
JusSIouIo ‘SA9AINS UOHBAS[D pue[sI yuou SIPIIM FLELNERLI iie |
‘sisKjeue ojoyd erioe ‘A3100[9A uo puepiom surisnjed soueyus| pue uoreIo)SIY AP Pue
$661 30 118y ul| jusrmo ‘e8ned apiy 105 sjosojoxd 0} ‘puB[SI UIAYINOS UO Ysieul PUBPOM UON)BI0)SIY PUBPIA
PaYoRalIq I ([[9} 0 UOOS 00], Suriojuow pazipiepuelg| 3fes pue uorepunul [epr 210389y suprenysg VA puejs] Juadg
A3oj01pAy pue
UOIJEAR]D JO SULID} UI WIAISAS sjuswaINSeIW
,Soueqingsip-a1d, oy) WOIL| UONSIOOE JUSWIPSS UL ‘AINXa)
SISJJIP ysieul J[es SulIaA0021|  [10S ‘A)IUI[eS {SASAINS UOHBAS[D
oy ‘1oAaamoy gsomyuoN|  fsyord jusueunad-uou gg¢ pue
aij1oed oY) ur uoneoysar|  syofd Jusueunrad (o[ Ul SASAINS uoneIo}SaY
surren)sa yo sojdurexs uoI1e}ag9A [enuue (saipnys SUONIPUOd doueqIMsIp-a1d pPUBlaM uone10)sdy Arenysy
1594 U} JO JUO SB PaYd A[3PIM pioy [eouidwie paziprepueg| 03 Areniso oyl JO UONRIOISAI [[N] suuenysg 30 IIARY uowes
uoneIo}SY UONEI0)SNY YSIBA
so10ads ysIew J[es papusiealy} pue puBpOM /syuduwdsoxdury
SuoN suoN| paseSuepus o} Je)qRY SPIACI] sunrenisg v Joq.Iel 0]V ojed
poylouI A0S AJy3IY
‘uo1EBIUSWNOOP 2INJRIN] IO SIS s[ewwew [jews pue ‘sioydel UOIIRI0)SAY
Suuoyuour sno1oSHu Jo 90UAI9JaI 0} ANEJAI saNqUIe|  ‘SPIIQIIOYS ‘[A0JIsTeM ‘UOWIfeS PUB[IOoM UOIJBI0)SIY PUB[IIAN
s1eaAk g Joyye [nyssaoons sieaddy [euonouny yo juswssassy |oqiuean( yoddns 0y jeiiqey 210359y aunenysg VM 3L-1H-71-30D
\SIBUI [013U0D WOl AjjuesiyTusis 1861
SIaJJIp pue a5ueyo pider 20UIS A[[enuue 39UO S)0asURN
JO 91e1S © Ul SUIRWIAI A)UNWWIOD yusueudad Suofe parojuow uonRInISY
jued ‘1oAaMmOY (sSa0ons 3se33ns|  U0aq Sey 9IS JOIUOD PUB ISATY woIsAs ysrew puepam uoneI0)SIY
eJep SuLIO}UOW JO SIBAA UdALS NIF e Aunwiwod uonedada A fijes Suluoyouny pue s[qels 210359y suuenisg VM ysaejAl oAy MIA
JdueuLIoyIRJ 333f0ag sanbruyos | Suriojuoly s[eoo 13loag Arewnag 193foag yo adL] | wonedo| suieN 39foag

(p1u0d) 1'AIATVL

36




Planning Aquatic Ecosystem
Restoration Monitoring Programs

s3urpunosns [BINjeU YIm [[am
Suipusjq sarmonyys jesisAyd

13foag weang

‘sseidA1eues posl pue moj[im Aq saamesy [eoisAyd weans a10)sa1 uoneIsay -y-1dopy }33.1)
syueq WEaI}s JO uone1afaaay suonoadsul [ensiA [enuuy | pue UOISOI YUeq WEIHS JRIAJ[Y weang vd eIBjeMS I 1addpn
[oUUBYD SOUBUI)UIRW
pauyyap-[jam e ap1aoxd uoneIOISIY spuaurdAoxdury
QUON QUON]| pUE UOISOID Yueq Weans [ORU0)D weans vd [pPuuey) H3I1D [
SuroZuo
are suone[ndod ysij Jojiuoul 0}
suoyya ‘pajuefd saax} JO [RAIAINS [BAIAINS| PEaY[23]S pue JeOJYNINS JOJ Jeliqey
2,68 ‘ndur JuswIpas aonpax juejdsues Jo uoneoynuenb Suureas pue Jurumeds aaordun
0} paugIsap se pauonouny ‘S2INJONIS UONEZI[Iqe)S 0} pUE UOIS0Jd JURqUEans uoneIoIsay 193foag uoneIo)say
SAINJONLS WBANSUI 9 [[| JO SUOIBAIISO [BNSIA “SHSIA IS woJy 3ndur JuSWIpas 2oNpay weansg \%0) 931D preuo @I
sIeak 7 Iaye uoneiadon
uerredus pajued Jo [eAIAInS
%SL-0L “ueq Suiziiqess ul [EAIAIRS
9AII93JJ2 94001 I9M SIOJJ[Jop juejdsuen Jo uonesyuenb jenqey uetredu 133foaq yuduradueyuy
quil| pue 931} pue ssaIPew ‘sainjonns uonezijqels| pue weansur Ajenb ysSiy atojsar|  JuswadURYUY jEIqRH AP PUE
Mo[[im ynm dedia Y00y | JO SUOTRAIISQO [BNSIA “S)SIA 9}IS|0) pUEB UOISOIS YURqUIBILS [OLU0)) weons vO gsig Y3310 auaresg
uoneuawnoopojoyd
s199[0xd awos 10} “enqey [eorSojorq ‘Ajfenb SIOALI pUB SWeans uoneIo)say syoafoag
papiaoid are synsal Supoyuojy|  J9rem ‘ASojoydiowoad [eianj g Ul JUSWIPAIS JO JuswdFeue)y weang \%®) UOIBI0)SIY WEIN)S
ddueurioyiag 3vfoag sanbruyd3 ], SuLI03IUOIA] s[goo) 33foag Arewnig 103foag Jo adAy | wonedoy aure) 33foag

(p10o) ['AIATAVL

37




Restoration Monitoring Programs

Planning Aquatic Ecosystem

soueuIopad [[eI9A0 Ul
J1039¢] JueoyIuSis € jou saroads

Spue[Iom pajonnsuod SpuEpIA
uoneyedaa ‘syrun] yurad joow Jo sad£y ¢ Jo 10308} uoneIddo pIRNISU0)
0} N-€HIN 10U Inq “uLIoy1jos pue U3ISop pue ‘SSOUSANOSLIS Ag ymounealy,
299 pue ‘SSI ‘dOd Suronpax Suuoyuow -1500 ‘saejueApesip pue uonear) J3)eMIISEA
18 [Ny$5900nS SWASAS € [V |A[enb Iajem ‘sfoains uoneieSop| saSejueApe sAneal oY) sjenjeaq pUeRa M A jedoiuny
pajorpaid se Surdojoasp
sem uoneasoa jey) pue
sorads paiq Jo 1aquinu a8re[| spoyiow pIa1y dAnRIuenb Suisn s
®°'Aq pa1dnooo sem wIdIsAs oy} SJI[P[IM pUE S[I0S ‘uone)afon Surpuod jeuosess Suneard uoneaI) uoneSHIIA PUBIA
18Y) POMOYS £66] Ul SULIONIUOIA ‘uoneIuaWIpas ‘A30J0IPAH| Aq SPUEB[}OM [BUOSEIS MIU )81 puBpOM VO LET Kemysig
s[eod
ooueuLIolad 0] SATR[RI [[OM
suroprad wsisAs oy PYIRYM PUBIdIAL HONESIIIA
119} [[1M Suniojiuoui Jo s1eak S[[om SurIojuOW J9jeM| UORONISUOD [[iFpue] Aq pajoeduwl LAuoypny
¢ ‘ojqe[ieAe 304 jou SuLIojUOWI|  MOJ[BYS ‘UOHIBIUSUNOOP [ENSIA spue[om JO saIoe £¢°7 10 uonear) Jse M pIIoS
(661) T 1ok yo synsayy| ‘sAoains uonejaSoa sanemuend)| juswsoejdar jusueusad opia0Id PURIIdM vd Kyuno)) uoyutp)
JuowIssasse praik ‘uonisodap
ousydsoune ‘sdoio Jo sisA[eue
SUONIPUOD JaY)eam O} FuIpiodoe sanssy ‘I9jem a0BJINS pue
synsa1 jsnfpe pue sded eyep [jiy|punoid 1oy sanbruyos) Suioyuow sJINg [eIm[noLISy
0} sdjoy Surjopouw {suonIpuod Ayipenb 1o1em prepuels {(Aejy|siorem SUIAIa0I 03 SPLO[ JUSWIIPIS JO JUIWSSISSY
[eds150]010935W 0} paje[dl 0} Arenue() uoseas Suimoid| pue jusiinu SUONPLI UI SANOISYYS UOHBIPIWY 2 SurIoUOTA
Apoanp st aoueunoprad 0afo1g Sunnp Sunioyuow Ao are Jey) SJNG Q[qela Aypuapy|  Anpend) Isrepm 14 LAend) e
i Kaains
uoo[ey 9)eIQILIGAUL pue Ys]J ‘A9AIns
suuSorad suo pue ojSes preq| uoneissoa ‘Asams Lirenb 1o1em
auo sapnjoul pue jueoyiudis|  {suONBAIdSQO [eIusd SuroSuo
sI asn piiq {(psiuawnoop ‘uonyeuaNoop ojoyd Jaye SpIIq 10§ Je}Iqey 1ojem
Kprood “a°1) umoujun| pue ‘Sunmp ‘2J0Jaq ‘uondnysucd| uado ssearsut o3 feqey JIp[im
si Sutumeds pue Surress Suimorjoy pouad Ieok-1 uenredu pue jejqey Surumeds uoreIoIsoy 193lo1g uopeI0}sIY
YSIy JO SULI3) U 9OUBULIOLI] | © 10] SAoAIns pIIq AJYjuow 90IM ]| pue Suireal ysy Wealsul 2103say] weans VD 31D uoka]
JduemLIo) 19loig sanbruyoa g, Surtojruoy sjeon) 3a3foag Arewnnig 393foag Jo adA], | woned0y auwe\ 33loag

(pod) 'AI14V.L

38




Planning Aquatic Ecosystem
Restoration Monitoring Programs

ysy Aq asn jusisuen
pue ‘spaiq £q uonednodo ‘1031IA
JoyS1y ysim uoneedaA ysrew

$9JRIQOLISAUIOIORI PUE
ySsIj uwnjod Iojem ‘sajeIqapaAul
SIYIUAq ‘SPIIq ‘UoneIdgaA

uonuaAaid
pooyj ‘Surpasaiq oynbsouwr sonpai

Ul pajnsal saInjes) Jaylo pue ‘uoryeyuswpas ‘A3ojoIpAy|  ‘Auenb Jojem ‘ANSIOAIp jelqEY[  JUSWISdURYUY
Surysnyy [epn sIedk oMy YV Jo Suuoyuow reak-oarg| “Aianonpoid esigojolq ssueyuy puUepoM VD gsIey JfSueli],
ML HRID
1e31qey Sunsou pmojiogem saoidwil  juswaoueyuy Largy ‘Yuawdueyuy
SuoN 194 poyyads jJ0N]| 01 921mos 1ajem JusureuLad 531D PUB[IOM VM AP ZNMOD
juswaduBYuUg judwdUEYUY pue
ANSISAIp PUB[}aM puB|  pue uoneaI) UOBAI) PUEPIM
SuoN suoN|  sonpea jenqey SJIp[Im soueyuy puBpoOM VO Wied Apaunay
Anunuruod
uoje)agaA ysIeul [epl) paureisns
uolsoIs yueq puejdn Suifjonuod € JO UOIONIISUOD [NJSSI20NS
ur [nyssaoons aynb st anbruyody oY} MO[[e 0} 3[qEIS A[JUSIoyIns
uonelojsal Sunvauidusolq are sado[s a10ys paIo}sal oy} Jey)
sy ‘syoofoid uononysuod aInsse 0] ‘SUOTIBAS[D IoYS1Y JouLiof uoneaI) UOLINISUOD)
ysiew 917 uo paseq sanbruyos} prepue)s oN 0} S2IOYS 2101521 A[[eOISAYd PUE[IOM an ysde\ [epLL
ejep souruLioyied urelp
9UO0}SOWI] OIXOUE pue ‘SULIOJIUOW
MoJy pue Kijenb Isjem osje
‘spoyjowl ydd prepuels 3uisn JIauuew punos
SOYIUSqOIdEW Uk ‘ANsToyo]  A[[RJUSWILOIIAUS ‘DATIR]J3-1500
Io1eM [10S ‘IsyeMpunoI3 papnjout| e ur sppas| ssuerjdwos o} sgeuresp
syuawannbas Suuojuowr £30101pAY 3is QUIUI PIOE Ul SUOBIUIIUOD uonesI) PUE[IPA\ PIIINIISUO)
bouer[dwiod SN 1w WAISAS| pue UONBZLISIORIBYD JOJRMIISEM SS.L pue ‘upA ‘0, 9onpay PUBIS M 1v JuIAl Yooy pieH
sdueuLIolIdg 13f01g sonbruysd I, Surroyuoy s[eox) 3dafoag Arewriy 192f01g Jo adL 1 | wonedo] e\ 3d2loag

(p1u0d) 1'ATH1AVL

39




Restoration Monitoring Programs

Planning Aquatic Ecosystem

Sspiiq pue ‘sofjuaq
[PUURYD ‘YSIJ ‘Sa)RIqILISAUI
srpuaqide ‘uorje}asoa
pUE[IoM 90UIJAI ‘spios apnjour siejowered yeaq s,plIq Ysiewnfes ysijqelss
03 JusjeArnba Ajjeuonouny 2,09> ‘spuepjam 20uaIs)al Sunsixa 03 ‘prex saddepd pajooy-1ydi|
‘ejep soypuaqide pue ‘uone1dFoa 01 Kous[eamnbs [euopouny|  pue wIa) IseS] 10§ JeYqey BISNyal uoneSA uonE3RIN
“uamnny ‘[10s uo paseg |ouruursiop 03 saipnys saneredwo) pue ‘Sunsau ‘Surdelo} apiAoid PUBR[OM VO YSIRA] JIIEMIDIMS
uo13eI0TaA O1J0Xa AAOUIRI/[OLUOD
SBOIE USIBW MO] 1SOW ‘Ajenb 1oyem saoxdurr
Ul PaLINOO0 SeY YOorqg-3Ip JH0Xd ‘wia)sAs uoo3e| ay) 03 UOLPIUUO0D yaloag
‘pa[[onU0d U3q sey uononpoid| usBAxo peajossip pue ‘KIpiqini{[epy SuLi0jsar £q $30IN0SAl [eIyeU uoISudXY YRLION
oynbsow pue A10joe)snes ‘qd ‘Kurpes ‘aimerodus) souEByUS 0} {[onuod ojnbsow uoneSuIN pIeAdnog
usaq sey Ajjenb oM Jo Sunroytuour ATYIUOIA| SAIIOLS PUE [BONOUOD3 3PIA0I PUBPOM T4 JIAN] ueipuj
pajen[eAd Suipdures jmoyioiem
aq ued soueuLIonad 210§9q ‘uonjeyuswnoop ojoyd [eroe
paxmnbai aq [jim Suuojuowr}  ‘syurod 9OUSIFAX PAYSI[qRIS Je [moJIojeMm
JO sreak sow § Inq ‘ons ayy|  uoneyuswnoop ojoyd ‘Surdures|  jo poddns i Ajurewid uonsuny yeloag
1e P21031$al Udaq sey ASojopAy| SuneieSoa sanenuend (fenuewr 0} papuajur uone3nIwl puzeM uoneSnIA uoneSHIAl PUBIIA
sajeoIpul JuriojIuOur Jeak 1SI,] L861) uonjeaurop puepop | Arojesuadwiod Jo sa1oe 99 Ajea1) PUBPOM 1IN s3uISs01)) IPBISE))
Pafoig JudwdUBYUY
SpuB[YSIBIAl
seare 221y} 03|  JuoweOUBYUY JuI[PIOYS
SUON 194 suopN]| uonoe [epn [ented Io [[1Y 2101SaY PuB[oOM A"} 0IpuBd| uLs
FLEINERLITTT e
puepoMm [epi-uou Jo|  juswddueyuy PuUBdM
194 pauruwiIalop 2q Jouue) 194 pauntoyrad Sunopuow oN| saroe €1 Jo Sulfjy 9y 10§ eSHIA PUB[IOM VD Suipuery spRq0Y
ddueuLIo)Id] 3loag sanbiuyd? ], Surio)IuoA s[eoo) jofoag Arewmrig 393foag Jo ad£Ly | wopedo] aure\ j3foag

(pwod) 'A131dVL

40




Planning Aquatic Ecosystem
Restoration Monitoring Programs

oJ1ipiim pue sjueld

aseaja: orjqnd 10J a[qe[reAe ja4|sjoasur openbe pue ‘spiiq ‘sajndar|  Jo AJISISAIp ® 10 jeqey apiaosd
j0u BlRp SULIO}IUIOW NG ‘DS I8 ‘sueiqryduwre Jo Surioyiuour| o3 {s[10s SLpPAY [BUISLIO UO WI)SAS UOHBIOISAY xajdwo) puepasy
juasaid (moJiarem Jo ANsIsAIg A{oom ‘sAaAins uoneleSap puE[IoM Suiuonounj € 91059y puepom HO Jdul] JeyS
Ajrenuue uaye; syderSojoyd pue] jenyn3ue uolRIOISY wWeI304J AIISNY
194 synsa1 oN PUE SUOIJBAIISQO [BISUSN | ISULIO] 0} S2INJEa) PUe[lom 91059y puepom VM puepas SOUN

sjeyIqey PaIoIsal

IoAL WO paAowal|o} popuodsal sjeuwrweul pue ‘spiiq Sspuelom

Ajngssaoons syueinjiod Jo 408 ‘euneyojadiay ‘seye1qapioAul| JO SanjeA pue SUOHOUNJ oY} Jnoqe

Uey} IOJA "21Is 9y} U0 FuIpsaiq () pue ‘K1anonpoid Arewnd sIayew Ao1jod pue ‘s)spusIos

Mou e saroads paraduepus pue ‘quawdojeasp Anunwiwos|  “orpqnd 9y} ajeoNps 0} spuepom
pareusisap-9Jels 7 pue pasearout jueld ‘sajes uOnBIUSWIPIS Jo sonsuejoeIRyd [eo1sAyd pue 1oafoag
QARY S3JRIGOUIAUIOIORW ‘ANSTUISYD JUAWIIPaS/Iem| [eorwayo ‘[eo1S0[o1q 2y} YoIesssl uone)SuouI(
pue sa1£ydoroew Juspuadop j03yge saje1 Suipeo| onnelpAy| o3 9sa10y pue ‘ouneid ‘spuepom uoneIo)SaY SpuB[A
puBpoM {[nJssaoons 1A Suuaggip (1) MOy UO pasnoo] QULISALI 9JB2ID PUR 310359y puUEOM T JIATY sauie[d sa(q
LOTSLATGTE) Y |
PUB[JIAN :U0NIN0I]
[eyudUITOIIAUT
uoneIosay Jo ymaunaedaq
uoN 194 QUON]| SJI[P[IM IO JBlIqeY WS 21015y PUBIOM 1D FUBIERE] 1 (g

spuefjom

JO SSO[ pue ‘UOIS0Id [B)SB0D

‘Buro4o21 uo orqnd ajeonpa

saysIew Suuoytuow Ayrenb|  ssaooid oy sjeIo[e0IR 0} paposu

Suruonouny a1e s[euRd 9y} Iojem pue Sawidal Surzifio] I9ZIIISY Jo uoneinp pue ad4y

WUIUOD (1M Supoyuows und}|  uo saIpmys o1j19ads Ayis (AoAmns| Aprys ¢soor) seunsuy)) papiessip
-3uoj Auo Jnq ‘ssaoons s)sa83ns [eO1UBIOQq pUE JUSWHAINSBAW|  S[0A02I Je)iqey YSIBW O) Sjeued UONRIOISY uoneI0)sY YSIBJA
(sIBaf 7 Joyye) JUSWISSASSE [RIIIU]|  JeW JOJ J8aA/351M) SULIOJIUOIA| [IO PaUOPUBQE PUS-PEIP HIAUOD puBpoOM V1 1], seunsuyg)

dduBwLIOLIR Jd3foag sanbrugaa ), Surioyruoyy speon) 3oafoag Arewrag 393foag Jo ad£],| wopedo] awep j9foag

(p10d) T'AIATAV.L

41




Planning Aquatic Ecosystem

Restoration Monitoring Programs

1E8

s Suniojuow Jo s1eak ¢ {[om
Suruuopsad st yueq Jeyqey ay)
JBY) I8 SUOLEOIpUI ATRUTWIioId

KaAIns Aysuap

JO0YS PUE ISA0D 9, UONEaTaA
‘sISAJeue [10S ‘ASAINS UOHBAJ[D
‘AJIT1qe)S 9IS UO SUONBAIOSQO
papnjoul sey SULIONUOW ‘sIBaA
S UIYNM 9%08-S/ Tenba jsnur
a8e10A09 uoneIa8aA fsanbruyosy
SuLIo)uOwW PoZIpIEpuR)S ON

s[esodouid justudojaasp

aIyny 10§ uonesusduwod

jelIqey Joy pasn aq 0} Jejqey
YSIew 3[qEIA PUe 3[qeis }oNHSuc)

jueg uoneSuIN

eIqUIN[OD)
yspug

yueq
uonesuddwmo)
jejiqey InoqleH
Jased ] YJoN

S[eo8 19110 JoW WI)SAS (5I010B)
Jo Joquunu e £q papunojuos
sem spruowayes s[ruoAn{ pjim

0] s1ejIqey mau oy Jo Ajroedes

aAponpold Y3 JO JUIWISSASSY

spruowfes a[IuaAn(|

Pl £q sielIqRYy SULIBNIS3 JO ash
oY} Jo sarpms (€) pue eunRyoIOW
pue uopjuedooz yo Suijdures (7)
‘Ayanonpoid pue ‘UONBZIUO[OD
‘Ymois uorpe)adaa (1) papnpoul
sey Supojiuowr sanbrutos)
SunojiuoUI PaZIpIEpUR)S ON

Ananonpoid uowijes plim soueyuy

uoneaI)

PUE[IoM
suLrensy

eIquINjo)
yspug

JuRdUEquy
Aremjsy
1A [Pqdue)

$661 Arenuef ue3aq
uonONISU0d o4 Junojruowr oON

uoneyesdaa

Jo Surddew §1oH ‘syusunpss pue
BJOIq UI SJURUTUIRIUOD ‘ANSTWaYD
Jo1em ‘suontejndod [euneyui
‘soyAydoroews ‘Ayianonpoid
Arewrad apnpour sisjourered
£S9]IS pajeanun pue pajesn

e Suijdures wiopuel payynens

WdISAs YsIew puepam
® Jo sueawl Aq A1en}so [e)seod
® OJul Jojemusalj Suionponur

JO S)Jauaq 2y} gensuowa(

JUSWAdURYUY
PUR UOIIRIO)SY
puBoM

XL

193foag JusuIdUEHUY
9 UOHEI0)SNY
SPUBPIAN YSIBIAl
SIIMIN

--nokeg wodury

$661 JO PU IO aq Jjim podax
Sunoyuow Areurwrpaad (96/01
[1I3Un aUOp jou W)sAs 9e[dwo)

sarpms K1jenb so1em

‘so1pnys 9130]023 ‘Surddew §[H
‘sydesSojoyd [elioe Ssamunuwiod
jueid pue ‘imoliaiem

‘uopyueld ‘sa1eIGINISAUIOIORW
‘eunejojadioy

‘srewrret [fews ‘ysy Surjdures

" 10y USISOp WOPUEI PANENS

yonp yoelq pue ‘oyid wsylIou
‘o3un[[oysnu se yons saroads 1oy
Jejiqey Sursealoul pue suonouny
o150]01pAY [erngeu SulI0)sax
APUoLINOUO0D S[IYM ‘UONRIITIARL
y3no1y) jeqey puepjom

Te3seoo Sunosjord pue Surioisax
10 saonoerd syensuowa

UoIRI0}SIY
PuB[lo M

HO

YsIBIA JABZIDIN

2JueuLIOLId Pfo1g

sanbrugos ], Suirozuoly

s[eox) ja3foag Areutig

13foig Jo adL g,

uoged0Ty

awey yloag

(p1uod) 1°AIdIAVL

42




Planning Aquatic Ecosystem
Restoration Monitoring Programs

Conceptual model development can be followed by numerical modeling efforts, if needed
and if funding allows. Because of the critical importance of hydrology to water resource projects
and the well developed science of hydrology, hydrologic modeling is frequently carried out in
planning restoration projects. Numerical ecological models are much less frequently employed,
because the relationships among ecological parameters and the physical-chemical environment are
not as well known, and because ecological models for this purpose are generally not as available.
Numerical models can help in the planning process by allowing sensitivity analysis of system
aspects (e.g., basin morphology) and the predicted conditions (e.g., hydroperiod; plant stem
density).

Step 2A: Review Conceptual Model Examples to Help Formulate Your Model

This step provides two examples of useful conceptual models. One is of a riparian forest
and the other is a model of submerged aquatic vegetation from Chesapeake Bay. It is best to spend
some time reviewing conceptual models from your region and for the system that is being restored.
Conceptual model formation is relatively simple but takes some practice. Using existing models
helps to provide guidance and to remind one of connections that should be considered.

Example: Riparian Forest. An example of a conceptual model is shown in Figure IV.1.
In this model, one can identify that restoring riparian vegetation affects habitat quantity and
quality for aquatic invertebrates by providing energy, improved water chemistry, and cooler
water temperatures. Identifying the components (boxes) and connections (arrows) is a
useful process in restoration planning.

The model also identifies the factors that affect the riparian vegetation. For the system to
be restored, these factors must be reestablished within the range suitable for riparian
vegetation development. Monitoring of the critical aspects of these controlling factors is
needed to help interpret changes in the system. For example, failure of the vegetation to
develop could be indicative of an inadequate hydroperiod. A monitoring program could
determine whether this is the cause.

If the goal were simply to restore a riparian forest, then the monitoring requirement might
consist only of the critical controlling factor(s) and a measure of the vegetation in the
restored site. The vegetation measures would indicate whether the community were a
riparian community with the appropriate mix of species, biomass, etc. However, if the goal
were to enhance or restore: aquatic invertebrate communities associated with riparian
systems, then a measure of the invertebrates would be needed. The model in Figure IV.1
identifies habitat, food, stream temperature, and water chemistry as key factors linking
riparian vegetation with aquatic invertebrates. It would be useful to monitor one or more
measures within these main components to indicate possible breakdowns in the linkage
between riparian vegetation and aquatic invertebrates.
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Structure Controlling
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Function for
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Deposition Refuge  Food Quality Rates

FIGUREIV.1. A conceptual model for a riparian restoration project (modified from Mitsch and

Gosselink 1993)

Example: Chesapeake Bay. The Chesapeake Bay Program has developed a restoration plan
for submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) that provides an excellent, comprehensive example
of how to relate performance criteria to goals through a conceptual model (Batiuk et al.
1992). Once abundant in the bay, SAV suffered massive declines in the 1960s and 1970s
due to decreased water clarity. Because SAV requires light to grow, the restoration effort
focuses on reducing turbidity caused primarily by increased suspended solids and increased
phytoplankton. Much of the increase in phytoplankton abundance has been tied to increased
nutrient input into the bay. An extensive body of rese'arch conducted over a 10-year period
in the bay was used to define the factors controlling SAV abundance. This information was
used to develop the conceptual model in Figure IV.2, which shows the main factors (i.e.,
dissolved inorganic phosphorus and nitrogen) affecting phytoplankton and epiphyte growth,

which in turn affect SAV.
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FIGURE IV.2. Conceptual model for Chesapeake Bay submerged aquatic vegetation (redrawn

from Batiuk et al. 1992)

45




Planning Aquatic Ecosystem
Restoration Monitoring Programs

The research in Chesapeake Bay resulted in the development of habitat requirements that
must be met for SAV to recover. The factors included a light attenuation coefficient, total
suspended solids, chlorophyll a, dissolved inorganic nitrogen, and dissolved inorganic
phosphorus. Coupled with water quality models, the Chesapeake Bay Program was able
to define the inorganic nutrient-loading levels needed to achieve these habitat requirements
and establish restoration targets (i.e., goals). The Chesapeake Bay Program provided an
estimate of the maximum area targeted for restoration (e.g., Tier I = 46,025 ha) and the
amount of area restored as of 1990. These area estimates provide performance criteria for
the project and provide a measure of the success in reducing nutrient and sediment input to
the bay.

Step 2B: Conduct Baseline Studies to Help Formulate the Model

Baseline studies may be necessary to supply the following information:
« to define existing conditions and conditions without the project
+ to identify required actions to restore the system
+ to help design the restoration project

 to help design the monitoring program.

For example, measurements of the elevation and slope of marsh benches in the tidal portion of the
Chehalis River (Grays Harbor, Washington) were used to design marsh benches in a nearby (within
0.5 km) constructed tidal slough (Simenstad et al. 1993). The natural slough provided a valuable
“model” upon which to base the design of the constructed system. As a consequence, the
constructed slough marsh has undergone rapid development.

Baseline studies can be designed to provide information for judging the success of the
restoration project. The baseline information in the Chehalis River project also included other
measures of importance, such as stem density. The latter information allowed the development of
some performance criteria for the constructed system.

Step 2C: Formulate Your Conceptual Model

The principal factors that control the development and maintenance of the habitat structure,
the important habitat characteristics, and the functions for which the habitat will be restored are
identified in the conceptual model. From this information, the parameters to monitor can be more

easily selected.
The conceptual model and baseline data provide the menu of parameters that could be

selected for measurement. A subset of parameters that focus on the critical aspects of the project
will be selected to allow the project manager to assess and track the project’s progress.
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STEP 3: CHOOSE PERFORMANCE CRITERIA
Step 34: Link Performance to Goals

The most critical element in a restoration monitoring program is the link between the
performance of the system and the goals of the project. If the goals are stated in a clear manner and
can be reworded as a set of testable hypotheses, performance criteria can be developed.
Performance criteria are standards by which to evaluate measurable or otherwise observable aspects
of the restored system and thereby indicate the progress of the system toward meeting the project
goals. The criteria define the acceptable or optimal range of values for a parameter that is
measured. The closer the tie between goals and performance criteria, the better the ability to judge
progress.

Example: Using the Riparian Forest Model to Select Criteria. The conceptual model
provides a useful framework for assessing linkages and developing criteria. In the riparian
wetland example (Figure IV.1), the major controlling factors and ecological response factors
are identified. If, for example, the goal for this project were to restore a riparian wetland
system to improve habitat quality for aquatic animals, then the model should be used to
generate performance criteria. Many streams and rivers suffer from increased water
temperatures because of loss of riparian forests. Increased temperature produces stress to
fish and other aquatic animals not only through heating but also through changes in water
chemistry (e.g., dissolved oxygen and blooms of noxious algae). Stream temperature is a
key physical response parameter that will indicate the success of the restoration project in
meeting its goal. A goal for the restoration project stated as a testable hypothesis might be,
“the restoration project will result in mean summer water temperatures between _X_°C and
_Y °C, which is the normal range for similar natural systems in the region.”

The water temperature goal should be developed in the planning phase of the project.
During this phase, the feasibility of testing the goal must be considered. Mean summer
temperature can be easily evaluated through frequent monitoring or through the use of
inexpensive continuous temperature recorders. Hence, this parameter is probably feasible
both technically and economically. It is strongly linked to the goal for the project and it has
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a well established basis in the scientific literature. Furthermore, it is well known that
riparian forests provide shade, which reduces water temperatures. Hence, measurement of
temperature is an indirect measure of the quality and state of development of the restored

riparian forest.

Examples of Performance Criteria from Other Projects. Examples of performance criteria
and goals are shown in Table IV.1. Most of the performance criteria are well linked to the
goals either by way of controlling factors or ecological response parameters. .Development
of performance criteria should rely on information from previous studies as much as
possible. For example, specific information on physical and chemical requirements for
many fisheries and wildlife species have been developed by the USFWS through its
“species profiles” (e.g., Lassuy 1989; Shaw and Hassler 1989).

Step 3B: Develop the Criteria

The task of developing performance criteria involves the following:
liflking criteria to the goals for the project
linking criteria to the actual measurement parameters

specifying the bounds or limit values for the criteria.

Development of criteria is often accomplished by a small group of individuals with system
expertise. Larger groups, which may add useful information and input, could tend to result in

monitoring programs that are too

complex or elaborate. Criteria are
usually developed through an
iterative process that involves
listing measures of performance
relative to goals and refining these
to arrive at the most efficient and
relevant set of criteria.

Example:_Developing Criteria from the Riparian Forest Model. If the goal of the project

were to “improve the habitat quality of a stream through restoring riparian vegetation,” the
conceptual model (Figure IV.1) could be used to help define performance criteria. Since
riparian vegetation regulates stream temperature through shading and provides detritus to
the food web, two obvious measures of performance are stream temperature and detritus
concentration. Detritus concentration is somewhat difficult to accurately quantify, but
stream invertebrates (the real biological measure of habitat quality) are more amenable to
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quantification. Hence, criteria would include a specific range of optimum stream
temperatures and invertebrate abundances.

Simply measuring these two parameters will not provide a comprehensive picture of the
system. Supplemental evidence regarding the species composition and density of riparian
vegetation and the controlling factors affecting vegetation development would be useful.
This supplemental evidence may not have to be included in formal statements of
performance. Performance criteria for this example could be stated as follows:

1. mean stream temperature in summer will be within + 1 °C of that of reference
riparian systems in the region

2. mean midsummer invertebrate densities and number of species will be within
the range of values (e.g., 18-29) found in reference riparian systems in the
region

3. midsummer invertebrate assemblage will have the same top three species
according to density as those found in reference riparian systems in the region.

The degree of similarity between reference (i.e, natural, minimally disturbed) and restored systems
should be stated in the performance criteria.

Example: Setting a “Time Frame” Criterion from the Riparian Forest Model. In a

restoration project, a time frame may be prescribed for the judgement of performance. In
a mitigation effort, a time frame is almost always required in order to judge whether the
party responsible for implementing the mitigation project has met or not met the goals for
the project. Relative to the riparian example, the fourth criterion would be:

4. criterion (1) will be met within 2 years and criteria (2) and (3) will be met within
3 years following restoration of the riparian zone.

In a restoration or mitigation setting, a time criterion is not always useful or desirable,
however. Basic predictive capabilities, such as how long it takes for a restored or created system
to reach full functional performance, are limited. Techniques to predict necessary initial conditions
that result in the desired system structure and performance are also limited. It is generally
understood that most systems take more than a few years to reach full function, and that the time
needed may be related to the level of action necessary to establish the system. For example,
creating a new riparian forest where none previously existed takes much longer and requires more
effort than restoring a riparian forest that has suffered minimal disturbance. The predicted
likelihood of success is also much higher in the second case.
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The time frame for reaching performance criteria then needs to be established relative to
several considerations, many of which are not well established in the literature. True functional
equivalency with a natural system may take decades or centuries. Although monitoring of a few
systems is extended over more than 10 years, this is by far the exception. Most monitoring
programs extend 3 to 5 years. Performance criteria should reflect these concerns.

Setting Criteria Based on Trends in the Development

To make the time frame more meaningful with regard to the real goal for monitoring, trends
in conjunction with or in place of explicit-type criteria should be used. With the riparian example,
stream temperature may not be within + 1 °C of reference streams after 2 years, even if mean stream
temperature has been steadily declining over the first 2 years. If the length of time necessary for
the riparian forest to develop and have an effect on stream temperature is unknown, trends can be
used to judge whether goals are being met. Explicit criteria not met within the time frame lead to
a judgement of failure. Performance criteria stated in terms of trends can indicate that the system
is on its way to being restored and meeting the goals of the project. Trends also indicate the rate
at which this is occurring. '

Trend criteria should be used in conjunction with hard and fast criteria. For example, if
riparian restoration is designed to get the stream temperature back to “normal” (i.e., hard and fast
criteria) and monitoring data show that the trend is in that direction and it is taking place at a rate
of 0.5 °C yr', an assessment of the system performance and time to goal achievement can be
determined. The trend information, when coupled with supplemental data, can form a powerful tool
in assessing the need for midcourse corrections. Midcourse corrections are covered below in the
section on Adaptive Management (Section VI).

The trends analysis can be plotted as performance curves (Figure IV.3; Kentula et al.
1992a). Kentula et al. pointed out that the performance curves can take on many different shapes
(e.g., asymptotic, s-shaped), and that the shapes will vary depending upon the parameter. Shapes
of these curves are often referred to as trajectories of development (Simenstad and Thom 1996),
although it is argued that this term may not be the most accurate description (Zedler 1995). Figure
IV.3 illustrates three different development patterns of a parameter value (e.g., density of marsh
plants) through time. Initially, the value is zero and over time the value may increase to some point
where it remains stable. The development pattern prior to this stable condition may vary depending
on the parameter, the system type, and other factors.
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FIGURE IV.3. Examples of ecological performance curves

Example: Using Trend Criteria in the Development of Planted Eelgrass. An example of
the use of trend and explicit criteria is provided in Figure IV .4, showing trend data and
comparisons for eelgrass (Zostera marina L.) patches in Grays Harbor estuary, Washington.
The transplants were conducted to restore eelgrass in the area. The trend data indicate that
eelgrass increased in total abundance in five of the six plots over the first 4 years, then
declined in Year 5. Shoot density in Year 5 was similar (within the range of values) to that
of reference plots (e.g., SCRef4), and declined in both reference and transplanted plots
between Years 4 and 5. These data suggest that the plots developed in a positive way
toward the performance criterion of matching natural shoot abundances, and that the
transplanted plots are undergoing natural annual variations. The area of the plots generally
increased (Figure IV.4) until Year 4, then declined. When the patches are arranged on a plot
of length versus width, the transplanted plots differ in shape compared with the natural
patches. This suggests that the shape and size of the transplanted patches are adjusting to
the physical conditions at the site.
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Figure IV.4. Eelgrass transplant monitoring data from Grays Harbor, Washington (Thom 1995).
(a) Temporal trend in total shoot abundance in transplanted plots; (b) Comparison
of shoot densities of transplanted plots (CSS and SCS) with those from reference
plots (CSRef and SCRef); (c) Temporal trend in transplanted patch area; (d)
Comparison of patch areas in reference and transplanted plots
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How long should the performance be maintained?

The duration of performance is often not stated explicitly, but it is often assumed that once
performance criteria have been met, this level will be maintained forever. Some projects have a
criterion that performance must be maintained in perpetuity (e.g., Simenstad and Thom 1996).
Since systems change naturally with time and are subjected to catastrophic disturbances that can
dramatically alter them, an in-perpetuity criterion may not be realistic. Natural processes can shift
performance gradually over time, which results in a lessening of some functions and the
enhancement of others. Duration of maintained performance should be considered and specified
in the planning phase. This may be stated as a performance criterion (e.g., in perpetuity) or with
less precise terms. Information about the system type may indicate that once performance criteria
are met, it would be expected that the system would continue to function within the criterion for an
estimated 50-100 years, for example. Thereafter, the system would naturally develop into another
system type with differing functions. In the planning phase, the long-term condition and
performance of the project needs to be considered using the best available understanding of the
system. Thereby, a realistic criterion for
long-term performance can be developed

and used for managing the system.
Step 3C: Identify Reference Sites

A reference site or sites should
be monitored along with the restored site.
Although pre- and post-construction
comparisons of the system are useful in
documenting the effect of the project, the
level of performance can only be judged
relative to reference systems.

Degraded reference sites can be
used to show progress of the restored
system away from the degraded condition (NRC 1992). In the Grays Harbor eelgrass transplant
example above, inclusion of several reference sites in the monitoring program provided an
indication of natural range of values and illustrated the annual variation for the parameters used in
the monitoring program. The reference plots also showed the physically-driven morphology of the
natural eelgrass patches, which could have been used to design transplant patches.

Appropriate reference sites are often as critical to a restoration monitoring program as they
are difficult to find. This is particularly true in urban settings, where restoration actions are most
frequent.
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The Two-Tiered Approach for Selecting Reference Sites
Boesch et al. (1994) pointed out that it is often difficult, if not impossible, to find
appropriate reference sites, especially for large-scale restoration projects developed across a
landscape as large and complex as coastal Louisiana. Boesch et al. recommended that a two-tiered
approach be taken:

e Tierl a limited number of restoration sites be monitored intensively as a
representative “class” of restoration sites
« Tier2 other sites representative of the systems in the region should be monitored less

intensively.

This two-tiered approach effectively reduces the size and cost of the monitoring program in
situations where a large number of projects are planned and implemented within a defined
geographic region.

Definition of Wetland Reference Sites

Brinson’s (1993) hydrogeomorphic system grouped wetlands according to their hydrology,
soils, and geomorphology, which are the main factors controlling wetland functions. Further, his
definition implied the need to choose reference wetlands within the region where the restoration
will take place. These definitions generally work equally well for other aquatic systems, such as
streams and rivers, riparian wetlands, prairie potholes, and coastal marshes. The NRC (1992) stated
that reference streams should include more than one representative of each stream order so that
variability within a stream order can be quantified.
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Criteria for Selecting a Reference Site Based on Degree of Similarity to Restored Site

The following are examples of features that may be assessed for degree of similarity
between the reference site and the potential conditions at the mitigation site (Horner and Raedeke
1989):

+ function

* climate and hydrology

* influences by human access, habitation, and economic activities, and in the quantity and
quality of water runoff from those activities to the wetland

* history of and potential for such activities as grazing, mowing, and burning

* size, morphology, water depth, wetland zones and their proportions, and general
vegetation types

* soils and nonsoil substrates

» access by fish and wildlife.

These criteria are broadly applicable for reference site selection for most wetland types as well as
for aquatic habitats in general.

Protecting Your Reference Sites

Reference sites should be selected from areas that will receive minimal disturbance over the
life of the project (NRC 1992; Brinson 1993). The Long Term Ecological Research (LTER) sites
and Land Margin Ecosystem Research (LMER) sites of the National Science Foundation, the
National Estuarine Research Reserve (NEER) sites of NOAA, national parks, and wildlife refuges
are often mentioned as places where suitable reference sites and ecosystems could be established,
maintained, and investigated. Systematic data bases on representative ecosystems would form a
basis of information for restoration site design and monitoring.

In the next step, parameter and method selection are described. Parameters and methods
are derived from the selection of criteria and sites, as discussed in the previous steps.

STEP 4: CHOOSE MONITORING PARAMETERS AND METHODS
Step 4A: Choose Efficient Monitoring Parameters
The performance criteria specify the expected structure, function, and appearance of the

system, whereas the monitoring parameters are the aspects of system’s structure and function that
can be measured.
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The goal of this part of the planning
process is to develop a scientifically-based,
relatively easily-measured set of parameters
that provide direct feedback on performance
of a system toward meeting the goals.

There is an overwhelming array of
parameters for monitoring aquatic systems
and wetlands (e.g., Erwin 1990). With
increasing numbers of parameters, the
robustness of the monitoring assessment
increases, and the confidence in conclusions
about performance increases. Because it is
desirable to understand why a system is not meeting performance criteria, monitoring of key
controlling factors is recommended. Increasing the number and types of parameters in the
monitoring program increases the complexity and most likely the cost of the study. Therefore,
selection of monitoring parameters needs to be well thought out. Several publications or methods
that identify monitoring parameters are summarized in Appendix A. They are provided to show
the variety of parameters available and the recommendations from recognized authorities and
agencies.

Using the seagrass conceptual model (Figure IV.2), the general conceptual model format
illustrated in Step 2C, and following the NRC’s recommendations, we can relatively easily select
monitoring parameters. To provide a strong data set for the seagrass system we would want to
select key controlling parameters, habitat structure parameters, and habitat function parameters. The
conceptual model in Figure IV.2 helps identify and classify these parameters. They are as follows:

Controlling Parameters Examples of Structural Examples Functional
Affecting Seagrass Seagrass Habitat Parameters Seagrass Habitat Parameters
Light (Irradiance) Shoot Density* Seagrass Productivity Rate
Nutrient Concentrations*® Shoot Biomass Shrimp Abundance
Suspended Matter Seagrass Area Fish Abundance*
Concentration

Chlorophyll a

Concentration

Epiphyte Biomass*

The asterisks (*) indicate four parameters that might be selected for the monitoring program.
Nutrient concentration is the key factor affecting suspended matter, chlorophyll a and epiphyte
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biomass, all of which affect seagrass habitat structure. In addition, nutrients are the key
management element for the Chesapeake Bay program. Hence, the measurement of nutrients is
Justified by their importance to the ecosystem as well as their importance to management decisions.
Epiphyte biomass appears to show a strong negative correlation with seagrass biomass. Hence,
epiphyte biomass may be another factor to consider that will assist in interpreting changes in the
system. Seagrass shoot density (i.e., the number of individual shoots per unit area) will increase
or decrease as nutrients are removed or added to the water. Shoot density is also important in that
it can be correlated with shrimp and fish use of the system. Less dense areas have correspondingly
fewer shrimp and fish. Hence, shoot density is a measurable parameter of the habitat that is
sensitive to the controlling factors as well as important to the function of the habitat. Finally,
measurement of fish abundance verifies that the increase or decrease of the seagrass habitat is
affecting an important function of the habitat. It also allows one to assess if the system is
recovering to meet the intended goals for the resoration project.

The conceptual model provides the framework for the decisions and the goals of the project
and defines what components of the system to include in the monitoring program. The basic
approach for developing a set of parameters involves the following steps:

1) simplify the system into controlling, structural, and functional components
2) identify one or more measurable parameters within each of the components
3) compile a subset of parameters from this initial set based upon ecological considerations

and the project goal.

Step 4B: Choose Methods for Sampling Design, Sampling Methods, Sample Handling, and
Sample Processing

Criteria for Choice of Methods

Monitoring methods include sampling design, sampling methods, and sample handling and
processing. Monitoring methods used on restoration projects in the United States have been
extremely varied (Shreffler et al. 1995).

Most parameters that might be included in a restoration monitoring program are well
established. Any methods used for sampling a particular parameter should have a documented
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protocol (e.g., Hunsaker and Carpenter 1990; Loeb and Spacie 1994). In general, this means that
the methods have been tried under many conditions and are reliable. New and poorly documented
methods can open questions of accuracy and repeatability. Information on established protocols
is available from agencies, universities, and consulting firms that conduct ecological monitoring
and sampling.

It is highly desirable to choose sampling methods that provide for collection of data on
more than one parameter. For example, a soil core sample can provide information on soil
conditions, root and rhizome development, hydrology, and invertebrate communities. Some of the
information (e.g., soil color, texture, presence of indicators of hydrology) can be taken directly in
the field, whereas others such as below ground biomass (i.€., root + rhizome biomass) would have
to be assessed through use of appropriate laboratory methods. Collecting concordant data is
efficient and allows for robust analysis.

A decision regarding the general approach to the program needs to be made early in the
planning process. Whether the monitoring must show highly quantifiable results or whether the
program only needs to illustrate general, qualitative, changes will influence the choice of
monitoring methods.

Qualitative Methods

An example of qualitative monitoring is the very limited monitoring program used for
wetland restoration projects in Washington State under the U.S. Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS). The goals of the project are to reestablish wetlands that formerly existed in
agricultural fields. The NRCS program undertakes projects where only minimal effort is required
to restore the hydrology. It may also conduct some tree plantings or other actions to enhance the
quality of the system. Because the primary goal (and performance criterion) is reestablishing
wetlands, the monitoring program consists of general observations and notes taken annually on the
sites that indicate the relative area of wetland cover and the number of planted trees that survive.
This highly qualitative monitoring program provides the type of information needed to judge
whether the restoration is working and whether corrective actions are needed. More quantitative
studies would be required to specifically identify corrective actions should the system not be
recovering.

Semiquantitative Methods
Methods have been developed to rank the performance of habitats for certain functions.

Two examples are the Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP; USFWS 1980) and the Wetland
Evaluation Technique (WET; Adamus 1983). Both procedures are similar; they use scores of
various features of the system to arrive at a numeric value for each function assigned to the system.
HEP focuses on fish and wildlife while WET is highly directed toward assessing habitat, soils, and
hydrology of the system. Both procedures rely on judgements made by one or more individuals
(usually local experts on various aspects of the system). These judgements are often made during
a visit to the site. The scores are recorded on score sheets and tallied. Supplemental information
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can be used to better understand how well the system is working. For example, data on bird use
of a system available from a local observer may verify the presence of species for which the system
was designed. The procedures have the advantages of being broad in coverage and easy and
inexpensive to employ. The procedures are highly subjected to the opinions and knowledge of the
persons carrying out the scoring, and therefore can be biased or incomplete.

Quantitative Methods ,

Quantitative methods develop numerical data sets from measurements taken at the site or
from collected samples. In most cases where performance goals and criteria are quantitative,
quantitative methods must be employed. For example, if performance criteria stated that the stream
system will have a midsummer mean temperature between 15 °C and 17 °C, then temperature must
be measured in a way to develop an accurate and repeatable estimate of temperature.

Combinations of Methods

Qualitative and quantitative methods can be employed effectively in the same monitoring
program. In the example of riparian forest restoration for improving stream habitat quality, a HEP-
type analysis can be performed to assess the overall quality of the riparian system for selected fish
and wildlife, in combination with quantitative assessments of temperature and stream invertebrates.

Step 4C: Incorporate Supplemental Parameters

Although the focus of the monitoring program is on parameters that relate directly to
assessment of performance, data on other parameters are often useful and may add considerably to
interpretation of the results. For example, in a case in which river flow is not part of the
performance goal, it could nonetheless affect a stated goal of stream water temperature. Data on
stream flow gathered from gauging stations serviced by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), might
then be accessed during the monitoring program for a forest riparian restoration project. There are
many ongoing monitoring programs such as this in most regions that can provide useful data.
Examples include the U.S. Weather Service monitoring stations, air quality monitoring by state
agencies, fish catch statistics, and bird surveys. When planning the monitoring program, it is a
good idea to identify sources of potentially useful data and develop a plan for systematically
acquiring the data.

In the previous steps we were concerned with selecting the criteria, parameters, and methods
for assessing the performance of the restored system. In the next step, costs for the monitoring
program are developed.
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STEP 5: ESTIMATE COST
Step 5A: Make Choices

The choice and extent of any monitoring program is in part dependent on the amount of
information and level of accuracy desired. The quantity and quality of information desired is in turn
dependent on the expenditures necessary to carry out the identified components of the monitoring
program (i.e., the monitoring projects or methods). Past experience suggests that many monitoring
methods require substantial funding. However, the ability of a decision-maker to fully fund all
components of a restoration monitoring program is questionable, especially given current federal
and state budgetary constraints. Although some organizations have begun to develop coordinated
approaches to monitoring and evaluation, few have systematic and explicit strategies for prioritizing
monitoring investments at any scale. At this time, there are no models to which program managers
can turn for assistance in making decisions on the appropriate level and scale for monitoring certain
components of the restoration project.

Faced with the need for methods and an approach that can address the inevitable
uncertainties and time constraints encountered in monitoring, reliance may be placed on
mathematical models. These models can theoretically address the need for an explicit, objective,
and relatively quick method for evaluating the level and kind of information needed for objective
determination of the level of success of various restoration projects. On the economic side, one of
the most common evaluative approaches is to use some form of the cost-effectiveness model. The
cost-effectiveness modeling approach facilitates the comparison among alternative monitoring
methods or levels of monitoring effort. Such an approach allows decision-makers to build a frontier
of cost-effective actions that highlight the higher marginal costs associated with conducting
additional sampling. At some point, the small reduction in variability in monitoring data will not
justify the increase in costs, and the decision-maker will have identified the efficient choice of
monitoring component and level of sampling (See Orth 1994 for further guidance).

An alternative approach that has been proposed (though not operationalized in the context
of restoration monitoring) is the "value of information" framework (Paulsen 1995). Under such
a framework, the information obtained from a monitoring program has value to the decision-maker
only if it provides an indication of whether a restoration project has achieved previously identified
goals and whether or not further action is needed. The value of information is high when
monitoring advances sound decision-making on further restoration efforts and is low when it fails
to inform these choices. This framework does not provide the ultimate decision rule by which one
chooses the number or type of monitoring components, but it will guide decision-makers in
articulating criteria to value monitoring information and in exploring how tradeoffs among these
criteria influence restoration action priorities.
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The Choice Framework

In order to make a decision on what to include or exclude in a monitoring program, the
overall requirements of the program should be kept in mind. The monitoring program should
accomplish the following:

* Dbe cost-effective

+ target restoration project goals and performance criteria

» develop defensible information and data

» facilitate decisions on midcourse corrections.
The components included in the monitoring program should be assessed against these requirements.
This can be facilitated by first prioritizing these requirements. Next, the list of potential monitoring

components is compiled, along with a rough estimate of cost. Finally, the list is trimmed down
based upon the prioritization of the requirements.

For example, if low cost is the highest priority then selection of measurement parameters
and measurement methods are primarily made on the basis of cost. Below are shown the
parameters selected from the seagrass conceptual model example (see Step 4).

Controlling Parameters Examples of Structural Examples Functional
Affecting Seagrass Seagrass Habitat Parameters Seagrass Habitat Parameters
Light (Irradiance) Shoot Density* Seagrass Productivity Rate
Nutrient Concentrations* Shoot Biomass Shrimp Abundance
Suspended Matter Seagrass Area Fish Abundance*
Concentration

Chlorophyll a

Concentration

Epiphyte Biomass*

The asterisked (*) parameters were selected previously as key elements to measure during the
monitoring program. In the controlling factors group there are two parameters that were selected.
If cost were a major factor, and there was a need to reduce the estimated cost of the program, one
of these parameters could be eliminated. To make a choice between the two parameters, the costs
and benefits of both must be evaluated. For example, if it is determined that a reasonable estimate
of epiphyte biomass requires sample collection monthly throughout the year, then the costs for
epiphyte monitoring, including travel, labor, and laboratory sample analysis, might be twice as
expensive as nutrient monitoring. It then might be decided that epiphyte monitoring will be
eliminated but that relatively easily observed changes in epiphyte biomass will be noted during less
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frequent field trips to collect other samples. Another consideration in this decision might be that
nutrient concentration represents a chemical measure, whereas epiphyte biomass is a biological
measure. By keeping nutrients as part of the program we maintain a mix of biological measures
and chemical measures which is generally advisable.

In the above example, cost was the primary consideration. In other cases, there may be a
need to acquire a strong data set on the physical and chemical components of this system. For
example, if there is a need to know how light and nutrients interact with the concentration of
suspended matter in the water columns, then these parameters would be included along with
perhaps chlorophyll a concentration. A decision might be made that, once the relationship is
established (say, after a year of data gathering), one or more of the parameters can be dropped.

Step 5B: Outline Cost Components

The full cost of any monitoring
program includes a number of varied
components, ranging from the cost of
sample analysis to the cost of report
writing. Shreffler et al. (1995) reported
that the total cost of the monitoring
programs associated with the restoration
projects that they reviewed ranged from
$1,425 to $1,048,600 (Table IV.2). On
average, monitoring accounted for 13%
of the total project cost. Although total
costs are often reported, few projects
provide a comprehensive breakdown of actual monitoring program costs. Exceptions include the
Gog-Li-Hi-Te Wetland Monitoring Program which outlines costs components (e.g., labor,
equipment, supplies, and travel over a 7-year period) and Rincou Bayou, Nueces Marsh Wetlands
Restoration and Enhancement Project, which notes the costs of particular sampling components.

Many of the costs of a monitoring program may not be obvious initially, but with careful
thought and planning can be identified and documented. The following discussion provides the
major cost components of a basic monitoring program. Each component includes a number of
subcosts (e.g., labor, supplies, equipment), which are also outlined.
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TABLE IV.2, Monitoring costs as a percentage of total project costs (1994 dollars; from
Shreffler et al. 1995)

Total Percentage of

Restoration Project Total Cost Monitoring Cost Total Cost
Gog-Li-Hi-Te $3,985,529 $262,462 7%
Salmon River Estuary 82,397 50,912 62
Fraser Lands Habitat 427,319 21,931 5
McDonald Creek and

Stone Lagoon 45,185 1,143 3
Hardrock Mine 712,752 23,027 @ 3
Triangle Marsh 156,186 32,510 21
Cascade Crossing 589,567 78,510 ‘ 13
Christmas Tree

Marsh 193,214 6,679 3
Davis Pond 22,290 1,425 6
Fort Say Brook 34,640 1,425 4
Village Creek 16,610 1,425 9
Manresa Island 16,775 1,425 8
Metzger Marsh 5,301,253 1,048,600 ® 20
Rincon-Bayou-

Nueces Marsh 1,215,096 289,500 24
AVERAGE -- -- 13

(a) Estimate based on potential S-year monitoring program.
(b) Based on estimated average annual monitoring costs for 7 years (1994-2000).

Program Planning

Program planning is an important and often ignored component of a monitoring cost
assessment. Program planning involves the determination of monitoring goals and strategies,
acceptable and unacceptable results, and potential contingencies for addressing unacceptable results,
and it should include agency and interested stakeholder coordination. The cost components of
program planning are labor (including the indirect costs of benefits and overhead) and supplies.
Labor should be reported in terms of cost per hour, whereas supplies will generally be reported as
a lump sum.
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Depending on the scope and extent of the program, the program manager should also
consider the cost of facilities; meeting supplies; outside technical reviews or experts (if desired)
including honoraria, travel, per diem; and other general meeting preparation activities that take staff
time (e.g., preparation of agendas, coordination of attendees, preparation of presentation materials
and presentation media, such as overheads, computer simulations, and meeting recorders). In
addition, depending on the size of the program, the program manager may need to consider the
costs of preparing and disseminating discussion summaries and action items that take the form of
either formal reports or meeting minutes.

Quality Assurance

A commitment to quality is an integral part of any monitoring program. At a minimum, it
includes an independent review of the program to ensure that it meets the project goals, data quality
objectives, and expectations of the project manager. Generally, quality assurance (QA) is
performed at three levels. The first is review of field and laboratory data to ensure accuracy and
completeness against a Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP). Laboratory QA is generally
factored into cost of the analysis. The next level is document QA, which includes review of
interpretive and synthesis reports to ensure that methods, calculations, and presentations of reports
are complete, accurate, and consistent with the original data files. The third level is programmatic
and includes higher level technical reviews, ensuring that training and certifications are current,
standard operating procedures (SOPs) are current and available, plus other review of other facility
records to ensure consistency within the program and adherence to the client needs. Costs for the
third level are generally within the program management budget or facility overheads, depending
on the client’s definition of the scope. The major cost component of QA is labor (on a per-hour
basis), including the indirect costs of benefits and overhead.

Data Management

Programs should have a data management plan that includes specifications that start with
sample tracking (i.., that define the protocols and procedures) and conclude with the final archiving
of the information. This generally includes pre-project planning and project coordination. The
effort is project-dependent, but can be a major cost in large multidisciplinary programs. Major costs
include the following:

«  staff labor time for data manager
e data entry

+ database maintenance

e computer time

e data audits.
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Field Sampling Program

Sampling may range from the very simple, such as photo monitoring, and wildlife use and
behavioral observations (e.g., feeding, resting, movement), to the more complex such as nutrient
and contaminant measurements, water quality parameters measurement, plankton group
measurement, productivity measurement in water column and substrate surface,
macrophytes/vegetation sampling, and hydrological monitoring. The cost components for a
complex program may include the following:

* project management and field staff labor

* subcontracts for specific field sampling or measurement activities (including costs of
managing and overseeing the subcontracted activities)

* mobilization and demobilization costs (includes fully burdened staff time, materials, and
supplies)

 purchase, rental, or lease of equipment such as boats, sampling devices such as animals
traps, sediment grab samplers, sediment coring devices, water samplers, plankton nets,
sieving tables, and costs of specialty sampling equipment

* supplies (e.g., sample bottles, bags, coolers, filters, ice, labels, chain-of-custody forms,
notebooks)

e travel (including mileage, per diem, room, trucks/vans or other transportation media),
and shipping (e.g., equipment, sample containers).

Laboratory Sample Analysis

For some projects, the analysis of samples collected in the field is critical to determining
the effectiveness of restoration actions. Analysis may involve the sampling of chemical, physical,
and biological components of the system. Samples requiring laboratory analysis may range from
simple water chemistry parameters, such as turbidity, to highly complex and expensive tests, such
as organic contaminant analyses and ecotoxicological assays. The cost components of laboratory
sample analysis are usually estimated in terms of dollars per sample and include the following:

* project management and technician labor (including benefits and overhead)

* use rates for elemental analyzers, analytical instrumentation for organic and metals
analysis (usually on a per sample basis and included in the sample costs), balances, and
computers

* supplies including solvents, acids, digestion vessels, general laboratory ware such as
beakers, bottles, glassware, computer storage media, sample storage charges, and waste
disposal

laboratory QA/quality control (QC).
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Data Analysis and Interpretation

The analysis of field and laboratory data and their interpretation make one of the final,
critical steps. Analysis and interpretation requires the expertise of trained personnel and may
include database management, which can be conducted by a data management specialist if the data
are complex, or a technician or project manager if they are relatively straightforward. The three
major cost components for a complex monitoring program may include the following:

« labor (including benefits and overhead) for a research scientist, database manager
e computer time

» software (if necessary).

Report Preparation

Like any other applied research project, one of the final steps in the monitoring program is
to prepare a draft and final report outlining the restoration action, monitoring goals, methods, and
findings. These documents are meant to serve as interpretative reports, synthesizing the field and
lab data analysis results. The generation of these reports will probably require a certain amount of
management/meeting time, and will be handled by a research scientist with the aid of a research
assistant. There are two major cost components of this step:

« labor (including benefits and overhead) for a lead scientist and any assistants
« supplies (including copying and mailing).

Production costs will depend on the type and quality of reports requested. Glossy public outreach
documents can be more expensive than scientific reports.

Presentation of Results

Though not often considered a critical component
of a monitoring program, presentation of program results
should be considered as appropriate. Few comprehensive
examples of monitoring programs that include the level
of detail outlined in this document currently exist. The
two major cost components of a presentation include
labor (including benefits and overhead) of the presenter
and per diem for the duration of the conference,
workshop, or meeting.

Management of System
Management consists of the activities of the project manager and support staff, such as

coordination meetings, contractor meetings, report review, contract management, and related tasks.
Costs include labor, travel (to the site and to meetings), and supplies. Project management may
include day-to-day administration, management, and support services associated with the
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monitoring program. Project management costs must be realized for the duration of the monitoring
program.

Step 5C: Determine Present Value of Costs

The program manager may wish to express monitoring costs (past, present, and future) in
either present value or average annual equivalent terms. This is especially true if the program
manager is interested in conducting a cost effectiveness or a benefit-cost analysis of alternative or
different sized monitoring programs. Since monitoring program costs are typically incurred over
time, they may not be directly comparable without accounting for inflation and for the time value
of dollars. Inflation can be accounted for by measuring all costs in the same price level, typically
the price level existing at the time of the analysis (also called the current price level). The processes
of compounding and discounting are used to account for the time value of dollars and to equate past
and future sums of money, respectively, (for example past or future monitoring costs) with their
equivalent value at a singular, common point in time. For water resource projects, the beginning
of the base year is used as the common point in time, with the working definition of the base year
being that point in time when the project is functionally operational. Similarily, for a monitoring
program that would be after planning and design and during implementation of the program, which
would typically occur when construction and implementation of the restoration features are
completed. Compounding and discounting are then used to express all past or future costs in a
common base year value. Under this scenario, monitoring program costs incurred prior to the base
year (past costs) might include costs for program planning and design, collecting baseline data, and
writing contracts for post project data collection and analysis. Future monitoring program costs
might include, subsequent data collection and analysis, interpretation of results, and report writing
and information dissemination. The two basic formulas used for determining base year present
values are:

Base Year Present Value for Past Costs = Past Costs X (1 + [)n,
Base Year Present Value for Future Costs = Future Costs + (1 + ),

where / is the interest or discount rate, and # is the number of time periods between the base year
and the past or future cost (usually measured in years). The cumulative present value of the
monitoring program costs is then found by summing the above calculations for each past and future
cost event.

In conducting benefit-cost analysis the Corps typically presents the cumulative present value
in terms of average annual equivalents. The average annual equivalent, or amortized value, is a
constant amount of cost, that would need to be incurred each year during the period of analysis to
be exactly equivalent to the present value. The period of analysis, sometimes referred to as the
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economic life of the project, extends from day one of the base year through the period of time for
which future costs or benefits are being estimated. An amortization, or capital recovery factor, is
used to convert the present value to an average annual equivalent as follows, with / defined above
and n being the number of years in the period of analysis:

Average Annual Equivalent = Present Value [I(1 + ))n /((1+Dn-1)]

Many different rates, including market and bond interest rates, or rates from corporate portfolios
are sometimes used for compounding and discounting. Despite extensive study, there is no
consensus on the appropriate rate for discounting benefits and costs of public projects, programs,
and regulations. A formula for determining the discount rate for federal water resource
development projects was established, however, by Section 80 of the Water Resources
Development Act of 1974. The rate is based on the average yield, during the preceding fiscal year,
of marketable U.S. securities with 15 years or more maturity. The discount rate to be used by the
Corps in FY 97 is 7% percent. The Corps Headquarters Planning Division notifies field offices
annually of rate changes.

Now that the costs have been estimated, there are two final steps in the process that will
necessarily affect cost. These steps are catagorizing the data types and determining the level of
effort.

STEP 6: CATAGORIZE THE TYPES OF DATA

There are several types of data
gathered as part of the monitoring program
that may be useful in developing the program
or that may provide additional information
on the performance of the system.

Baseline Data

Baseline data are those developed on
the site prior to restoration. This information
is useful in several ways, but principally to
(1) understand the existing conditions, and
(2) to plan the types of actions needed in the
restoration project. Data on existing
conditions can be compared with those on
post-construction conditions to assess the
effect of the restoration project. The baseline
data can also describe the hydrological, soil, vegetation, and landscape setting, which can be used
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to, for example, plan steps to improve and maintain hydrology and to identify types of plants that
grow best in the area.

Baseline studies can and should be carried out when there are specific questions about the
site. For example, construction of the Gog-Le-Hi-Te wetland in Tacoma, Washington, required
excavation of approximately 5 to 8 meters of soil to bring elevations down to those appropriate for
tidal conditions. Because the site was a former domestic waste dump, borings were collected down
to the maximum depth of excavation to analyze for potential chemical contaminants. The samples
from the boring were also characterized for their sediment type. This revealed that former wetland
sediment existed at approximately 4 meters depth, which helped determine the exact depth of
excavation. To establish an ecological baseline for the site, vegetation was mapped and a HEP
analysis was performed prior to construction.

Construction Monitoring Information

Monitoring of the construction process by the project manager is very important. Especially
in wetland systems where a few centimeters may mean the difference in success or failure of the
project, frequent visits to the site are essential for assuring that the site is constructed to
specifications.

During construction of the Gog-Le-Hi-Te
project, several problems arose that needed immediate
attention. First, a pipeline used for oil transport was
uncovered during excavation that required rerouting
before construction could continue. In addition, just
before final breaching of the river dike that would open
the new system to tidal inundation, a pocket of thick
oily material was discovered near the breach site. This material turned out to be polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs). Cleanup operations halted construction for 2 weeks. Years after construction,
it was discovered that the system was excavated to incorrect depths, and although the system
functioned acceptably, correct depths may have improved functioning (Simenstad and Thom 1996).

Although not detailed here, any relevant protocols for monitoring construction should be
followed with special attention to aspects of the construction that may affect performance of the
system. Any variations or unusual occurrences or findings should be documented as part of the
overall monitoring program. This information may become useful in interpreting the results
produced by the monitoring program.

As-Built Data

Immediately following construction, elevational surveys and other relevant data should be
collected to verify that the construction met the specifications for the project. These as-built
surveys provide the best indicator of the starting conditions for fundamental aspects of the systems
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such as elevation and soil type. As-built surveys can reveal whether or not the conceptual design
produced by the restoration planners was carried out exactly.

Post-Construction Data
The major aspects of the monitoring program are gathered post-construction. This involves

the data and information gathered specifically on the site and at reference sites, as well as
supplemental information collected by others that may be of use to the restoration project.

Data Sources from QOutside the Monitoring Program

The ‘project manager should be aware of available information that is not part of the
monitoring program, but that could be useful to it. Consultation with agency personnel, local
universities and consultants, citizen environmental groups (e.g., Audubon chapters), and landowners
in the area can reveal information of this type. For example, USGS hydrological monitoring data,
topographic maps, bird observations, hunting reports, fishing reports, trapping reports, Natural
Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) soils maps, local and regional water quality monitoring
data, and a vast array of other information may be available for the site, or at least for the region.
It is very useful to have a working knowledge of this information, and the methods for accessing
this information. If there is a commitment to continue to collect this information, it is useful to
incorporate it as a part of the analysis of the monitoring program.

Many volunteer groups and agencies are looking for opportunities to make their data-
gathering efforts more useful, and are generally willing to cooperate with restoration programs that
are carried out in their locale. A review of volunteer monitoring and environmental groups by the
Puget Sound Water Quality Authority turned up a total of approximately 150 groups and
individuals with some information or resources to offer to monitoring of Puget Sound. The
Volunteer Monitor newsletter is a good source for contacts in local areas (Ely 1996). It is
important to establish a close tie with these groups and develop a mechanism for acquiring the
information in a systematic manner. As an example, alocal bird expert with interest in the Gog-Le-
Hi-Te project supplied weekly information for several years on birds observed in the system. This
intensity of sampling would be very costly to a program.

Special Studies
Special studies include those on the site that are not planned as part of the restoration

project. These may be carried out for research purposes or for the purpose of evaluating some
questions that have arisen during any phase of the project. Opening a restoration site to researchers
is generally advisable, especially if the researchers will provide relevant data to the monitoring
program. Special studies may be used to investigate why a particular part of the system is not
developing well, so that adjustments can be made to improve performance.
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STEP 7: DETERMINE THE LEVEL OF EFFORT AND DURATION

How much monitoring is required? The answer to this question is dependent on the goals
and performance criteria for the project as well as on the type of ecological system being restored.
The appropriate level of effort is that which will
produce a well-designed, systematic program that
targets key parameters tied to performance criteria
and reports the results of the monitoring effort in
a concise and informative way.

Step 7A: Incorporate Landscape Ecology

Owing to the greater number of factors that must be considered and understood and the
increase in uncontrollable factors that can influence the system, large, complex systems may be
more difficult to restore than small, simple systems. Furthermore, the more controversial or
contentious a project is, the more complex and elaborate the monitoring program may need to be.
The uncertainty associated with the system is a major determinant in the level of effort. Uncertainty
arises from lack of experience restoring a type of system, large numbers of poorly controlled
stressors on the system, very strict performance criteria, and other factors. A restoration project
with high uncertainty and/or very restrictive performance criteria may require a very elaborate and
complex monitoring program.

The project size or scale affects project complexity. As the size of the restored ecosystem
increases, so does habitat heterogeneity (see Forman and Godron 1986). Even in the most
homogeneous of systems, increasing size results in small but significant variations in the structural
and functional aspects of the system. Small habitats become distinguishable and are measurably
different from the surrounding system. As heterogeneity increases, the problem of effectively
sampling the entire system becomes more complex. As the perimeter of the system increases in
length, the number of interacting systems from the surrounding area increases. This means that
there is a greater number of influences external to the system. In contrast, small restored systems
may likely interact with fewer surrounding systems, but the interactions (or influence of) the
surrounding systems may be great.

For the restoration project manager, this means that the system does not reside in a vacuum.
Rather, external influences may significantly affect the performance of the restored system. These
potential influences and interactions must be considered in planning the monitoring program. The
project manager must be cognizant of the potential effect on system performance from a multitude
of elements such as road noise, dogs, dune buggies, air pollution, water-borne contamination,
stream flow diversions, human trampling, and grazing animals. Whether these elements are
included in the monitoring program depends on the potential level of influence they may have. A
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major potential disturbance probably should be monitored or tracked at some level by the
monitoring program.

The project manager needs to have information that will guide effective midcourse
corrections, should they be necessary. The goal is to maximize the probability of success, and the
manager must take action if the project is failing. What basic information does the manager need
to have to develop midcourse corrective actions? This question can be partially addressed during
the planning phase. If hydrology is identified as a large uncertainty, monitoring of key aspects of
hydrology would be important to include. Similarly, if channel maintenance is questionable, some
measures of channel morphology should be recommended. Factors influencing hydrology (e.g.,
rainfall) and channel morphology (e.g., sediment transport) should be monitored and evaluated.

Step 7B: Determine Timing, Frequency, and Duration of Sampling

The monitoring program should be carried
out according to a systematic schedule. Timing,
frequency, and duration are dependent on the
aspects of system type and complexity,
controversy, and uncertainty.

Timing

The monitoring program should be
designed prior to conducting any baseline studies,
however information from the baseline study may
be instrumental in defining the monitoring programing parameters. The sampling and analysis that
will be used for the monitoring program should be employed as closely as possible during the
baseline study. These studies provide an initial data base and are important in analyzing any
resultant effects from the restoration action. Performance monitoring should commence as soon
as possible after construction: that is, at the point in time when the major restorative actions have
taken place, and the system is left to develop more or less on its own. In the NRCS program, for
example, major restorative actions may involve removing drain tiles and planting clumps of trees.
The objective of the initial post-construction sampling is to document as-built conditions of the
system as the starting point from which development can be documented.

A problem often encountered with this initial sampling is seasonality. Construction may
be completed in midwinter, when vegetation and other conditions are not as relevant to the
performance criteria and goals of the project, which may focus on midsummer conditions (as in the
example of riparian forest restoration to improve stream temperature). If the season is inappropriate
for the desired sampling, it is usually best to wait until the first opportunity to sample in the
appropriate season following construction (e.g., the next summer). However, some data can be
gathered immediately after construction that is independent of season. This information can include
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structural elements, such as number of trees planted, their distribution, and the slope of the site.
These are often useful, because large physical changes typically occur very soon after construction
as the system “adjusts” to the physical conditions. Information acquired during off-seasons, when
physical factors such as floods and freezes can have devastating effects on the ecosystem, will help
interpret changes seen in the system during normal monitoring.

The field studies should be carried out during an appropriate time of the year. The driving
consideration is the performance criteria. For example, migratory bird populations should be
studied during the month(s) when they are typically found in the region; midsummer water
temperatures should be sampled in midsummer; juvenile salmonid use of estuarine systems should
be sampled during their spring out migration; wetland hydrology should be sampled during the
growing season in spring. What seems to be common-sense decisions are not always apparent to
everyone. The seasons (month, time of the month) should be based on data from the ecoregion as
much as possible.

Well-timed sampling minimizes the number of samplings that need to be conducted and
thereby reduces the cost of the program. Because weather varies from year to year, it is wise to
“bracket” the season with the sampling. For example, sampling temperature four times during the
midsummer would be better than a single sampling in the middle of the season. An example of
concentrated bracketing is carried out under the Puget Sound Ambient Monitoring Program. To
understand and document water chemistry on beaches, samples are collected daily for 14 days
before and after the winter and summer solstices. These periods for sampling were chosen because
they represent periods of maximum and minimum light, respectively. The duration of sampling is
based on a full lunar month, which covers all tidal conditions around the solstices. This sampling
strategy was based on a very good data set developed in the Puget Sound system.

Scheduling of monitoring of wetland mitigation sites and associated reference sites has been
outlined by Horner and Radaeke (1989). They indicated that monitoring can be performed either
by concentrating all tasks during a single site visit, or by carrying out one task or a similar set of
tasks at several sites in a single day. The latter strategy is considered better because it minimizes
seasonal effects. Repeating the same task on the same day may also be more efficient. Timing for
various tasks in Horner and Radaeke’s wetland monitoring guide is broken into tasks conducted (1)
during the initial site visit; (2) during the initial visit and after 1 year, followed by 3-year intervals;
(3) after winter storms and runoff; and (4) in late spring-summer (Table IV.3).

Frequency

Frequency of sampling refers to the period of time between samplings. Frequency can vary
within a year as well as among years. In general, “new” systems change rapidly and should be
monitored more often than older systems. This is especially true for systems in which success is
highly uncertain. Problems in development, if detected early, may be corrected more easily than
those allowed to progress further. For example, if erosion is greater than expected, shoreline
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Table IV.3. An example of timing and schedule for wetland mitigation site monitoring tasks (as
proposed by Horner and Radaeke 1989)

Timing and Schedule Tasks
Initial Visit Task Al. Wetland Mapping
Task A2. Transect Establishment
Initial visit, after 1 year, Task C1.  Soil Organic Content Measurement
then at 3-year intervals
(intervals reflect anticipated, Task C2.  Soil Texture Analysis
relatively slow changes in soil
characteristics)
After winter storms and runoff Task C3. Sediment Accumulation Gauging (some
(following the period of maximum specific objectives may require additional
potential erosion and sedimentation) monitoring)

Task C4.  Shoreline Stability Monitoring (if performed)

Late spring-summer Task Bl. Water Temperature and pH Measurement

(anticipated periods of maximum (repeat during all site visits, if possible)

biological activity for the

communities of interest) Task B2. Dissolved Oxygen Measurement (repeat
during all site visits, if possible)

Task B3.  Specific Conductivity Measurement
(repeat during all site visits, if possible)

Task D1. Plant Community Assessment (exact
timing should depend on community
composition)

Task D2.  Phytoplankton Biomass Measurement (if
performed; repeat during all summer
visits, if possible)

Task E1.  Aquatic Invertebrate Community

Assessment (repeat during each summer
visit, if possible)
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modifications may be made before the entire restored area is lost. As the system becomes
established, it is generally less vulnerable to disturbances. Hence, monitoring can be less frequent.

Frequent monitoring in the early stages also is necessary to understand major processes that
can affect the system. Annual monitoring may provide a good indication of development, but
cannot document damages caused by winter storms. A simple visit to a new site after a major storm
event may be useful in documenting the exact cause of loss or malfunctioning in the system seen
the next summer. The project manager needs to understand the vulnerabilities of the restored
system to natural or anthropogenic events and to document these effects, if possible. Often the most
effective documentation in these cases is photographs, videotapes, and field notes.

An example of how sampling frequency is incorporated into a monitoring program is
presented next in the discussion of monitoring duration.

Duration :
The duration of the monitoring program is a controversial issue. The monitoring program
should extend long enough to provide reasonable assurances that the system has either met its
performance criteria or that it will or will not likely meet the criteria. A restored system should be
reasonably self-maintaining after a certain period of time. Fluctuations on an annual basis in some
parameters of the system will occur even in the most
stable mature systems. It is important for the program to
extend to a point somewhere after the period of most
rapid change and into the period of stabilization of the
system.

Ecosystems at the scale of most restoration
projects take decades or centuries to develop to what has
been termed a “climax community.” Hence, we cannot
expect restored systems to be stable in 1 year. The time
for development is dependent on the initial conditions. If
the system is essentially what Cairns (1989) terms a “new ecosystem” (i.e., a system is constructed
that is new for the site), that contains no vegetation and for which hydrology must be established,
development will take a long time. In contrast, systems that are minor adjustments of existing
aquatic habitats will require less time.

Example: The Chehalis River Slough in Grays Harbor, Washington. The Chehalis Slough
mitigation project is an example of a monitoring program tied to the life of a Corps

navigation project. In 1990, the Corps in conjunction with the local sponsor (Port of Grays
Harbor) constructed a tidal slough adjacent to the Chehalis River in Grays Harbor,
Washington. The slough serves as mitigation for loss of juvenile salmonid habitat caused
by navigation channel improvements. Because the slough was essentially dug out of upland

75




Planning Aquatic Ecosystem
Restoration Monitoring Programs

habitat, it represents an entirely new ecosystem for the site. The monitoring program, which
focuses on vegetation, fish prey (i.e., insects), and fish use of the system, was conducted
annually in spring and summer during the first 2 years (Simenstad et al. 1993). Vegetation
(sedge) is monitored annually for 4 years following transplanting. Fish will be monitored
annually for 2 years, then in Years 4, 7 and 9. Sedimentation, site stability, and retention
of large organic debris is scheduled to be monitored in Year 10. The Corps is committed
to post-construction monitoring over 50 years to ensure that the mitigation is effectively
fulfilling its designed objectives and is maintaining its integrity. The frequency of
monitoring is not presently specified beyond the initial 10-year period. This monitoring
program is long and intense, because the action is related to a permit for a large project, and
the constructed system is essentially a new system with a high degree of uncertainty
regarding functional performance.

The frequency and duration of the Chehalis River slough project typifies the present
strategy for monitoring restoration projects. Ten years of monitoring is not unreasonable
for most projects of a significant size. An attenuated frequency of sampling from an annual
basis initially to every 2 to 4 years later is considered adequate and appropriate for
documenting major changes in the system. If the system is not going to work, this will
often become apparent after 1 to 3 years. If the system is going to develop into a
functioning system but may not meet expectations in the long-term, this will be apparent
in later years. This strategy for attenuating samplings allows for adaptive management of
the system while minimizing monitoring effort and cost.

Step 7C: Develop Statistical Framework

The monitoring study design needs to include consideration of statistical issues, including
location of sample collection, number of replicate samples to collect, and sample size. These
decisions should be made based upon an understanding of the accuracy and precision required for
the data. As discussed below, protocols should be used that identify the precision and accuracy of
the method. In addition, the ultimate use of the data must be kept in mind when developing the
sampling plan. It is useful to frequently ask, “Will this sampling method give me the answers I
need to evaluate how the system is doing relative to the performance criteria and goals?” This
question should be asked even after the sampling has been completed, and at a time when further
monitoring may be modified to provide better and more efficient information.

On a broader scale, many scientists view restoration projects as experiments that can be set
up to test hypotheses. Performance goals and criteria could be considered informal statements of
testable hypotheses. The NRC (1992) recommended that at least some part of the restoration action
incorporate experiments that will evaluate aspects of restoration actions. The result of these
experiments will then add to the technology of restoring ecosystems. In contrast, the goal of a
restoration action is generally to improve the system function. Although accurate quantification
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of some functions of aquatic systems is possible, overall ecosystem “performance” is much more
complex and less tractable to evaluate.

A rigorous experimental design that evaluates one or more null hypotheses is appropriate
on a limited basis for most restoration efforts, but less rigorous analyses are more appropriate for
supplying evidence for the development of the ecosystem. Yoccuz (1991) argued that ecological
studies often use statistical “overkill,” when simple bar graphs with error bars are sufficient to
interpret trends. The analysis of the results should be driven by an understanding of the ecosystem
rather than by statistics. Although rigorous statistical designs and testing document statistical
significance at an a priori level of confidence, this type of study requires intensive sampling, and
many of the assumptions of true replication and appropriate controls are often not easily met
(Hurlbert 1984; Boesch et al. 1994).

An example of a study in which useful results were attained without a rigorous experimental
design is the examination by Short et al. (1995) of reducing the number of eelgrass shoots during
restoration planting. Short et al. showed that using planting bundles of two eelgrass shoots rather
than the standard 10 shoots per bundle resulted in similar survival, development rates, and patterns
for the eelgrass patches. This significant reduction in planting stock not only saves expense, but
reduces impact to donor stocks. The experiment by Short et al. conducted to validate their
hypothesis was not set up with a rigorous statistical design but was carried out on a scale large
enough to provide convincing and valid results that help the technology.

Step 7D: Choose the Sampling Level (number of replicates)

The appropriate level of sampling or the number of replicates under any particular field or
laboratory sampling effort depends on information and needed level of accuracy. Quantity and
quality of information desired is in turn dependent in part on the expenditures necessary to carry
out the identified components of the sampling plan. To judge the value of the information that
could be obtained compared with the cost of obtaining it, the program manager may wish to
develop a framework similar to that described in Step 5. Under such a framework, the information
obtained from a sampling plan is judged to be of value if it indicates whether a restoration project
has achieved previously identified goals and whether or not further action is needed. This
framework would not provide the program manager with a rule for determining the number of
sample replicates or individual sample components. However, it could guide the program manager
in assigning value criteria for sampling information and in exploring how tradeoffs among these
criteria influence restoration action priorities.

The seven steps described above have now resulted in a defined monitoring program. The
next section provides guidance on how to implement and manage the program.
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V. IMPLEMENTING AND MANAGING THE MONITORING PROGRAM

Management of the monitoring
program is perhaps the least appreciated
but one of the most important
components of a restoration project. A
national review of restoration projects
(Shreffler et al. 1995) indicated that
documentation of the projects in general
was incomplete. This is partially due to
attrition in project managers, increased
time demands on the project manager in
areas other than on the monitoring program, loss or reduction in funds for the monitoring program,
lack of follow-through on the part of those conducting the monitoring, and a variety of other lesser
causes. This section presents methods for preventing or minimizing these problems.

ENVISIONING THE PROGRAM

A well-designed monitoring program coupled
with a simple, efficient management plan can make the
monitoring program easy to complete and meaningful
to future projects. Well-documented data on a restored
system, can be shared at meetings and forums to verify
the progress of a project and to assist in the design of
future projects.

DETERMINING ROLES

The responsibility for carrying out the monitoring program generally is that of the project
sponsor. However, responsibility should be established clearly in writing during the development
of the restoration project, because this responsibility can last for a decade or more. Time allotted
for the process must allow for obtaining approval from higher authorities. Financial resources to
support the program for the duration need to be identified or set aside. Even with the best
coordination, problems can arise.
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Many restoration monitoring efforts rely on several levels of involvement. The project
manager can take the overall responsibility of coordinating and managing the program. The
program manager can also carry out some aspect of the monitoring study, depending on time, other
responsibilities, interest, and expertise. An advantage of involvement in the field work is the
intimate awareness of how the system is developing, which can make interpretation of the data
more realistic and meaningful. Other aspects of the monitoring program can be carried out by other
individuals and groups, such as staff of the sponsoring agency or of other participating agencies,
consultants, university researchers, and citizen volunteers. The larger and more diverse the team,
the more difficult and sometimes frustrating, it can become to manage the project. Although
potentially more expensive, it may be simpler to contract the work to one group. However,
collaborative monitoring efforts can benefit from more funds, a larger pool of individuals to draw
from to conduct the work, broader awareness of the program, and wider expertise in conducting the
work and interpreting the results.

There could be different individuals involved in the monitoring program over time.
Therefore it is imperative that all methods employed have a well-established, clearly written
protocol. There should be documentation of all results and notes on the methods, sampling sites,
frequency of sampling, and all other pertinent information, that would be clear to any new staff

joining the project.

ASSURING QUALITY

Scientifically defensible data require
that at least minimal quality assurance
procedures are in place. For example, in order
to assure data quality, the Wetlands Research
Program of EPA (Kentula et al. 1992a)
recommends the following:

. standard sampling and operating protocols be developed and evaluated by
knowledgeable individuals

« possible sources of error and bias in the procedures be acknowledged

- quality assurance replicates be collected and evaluated during all phases of field and
laboratory work

- copies of the procedures, data, and results be filed with permanent project records and
be made available as needed.
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Individuals participating in the studies must be trained in the methods. This training should include
safety issues related to the hazards of the site, sample processing, chemicals, and equipment. At
least one copy of all data should be made and stored in a location separate from that of the original
to prevent loss of all data by fire or other event.

INTERPRETING RESULTS

The roles of the project manager and local sponsor need to be determined prior to any data-
gathering effort. The project manager and the local cost-sharing sponsor share responsiblity for
interpretation of the results generated by the monitoring program. Involvement by the manager or
local sponsor can range from being sole or principal author of the monitoring report to his or her
serving as peer technical reviewer of reports produced by the consultant or others in the agency who
carry out the monitoring program. The level of involvement depends on the project manager’s time,
funds, expertise, interest, and responsibilities. The project manager and the local sponsor should
seek appropriate technical expertise as needed.

Results of the monitoring program should be analyzed with objectivity, completeness, and
relevance to the project objectives. Aquatic system restoration projects are often vulnerable to
misinterpretation of monitoring results, because of poorly defined goals and performance criteria.
For example, if the project goal is to improve the habitat quality of a stream, the terms “improve”
and habitat “quality” can be potential sources of misinterpretation, and these terms need to be well
defined either in quantitative or qualitative terms during the planning process. With well-defined
criteria, the project manager (or whoever is responsible for interpreting the data) can answer
definitively “yes,” “no,” or “cannot be determined” to questions about the performance of the
restored system relative to the goals for the project. Answers should be reinforced with data, either
from the project and/or from additional data sources outside the project. Although “best
professional judgement” does have a place in interpreting monitoring results, it should be used
sparingly. People frequently involved in restoration actions understand the developmental nature
of restoration and that results are often ambiguous and difficult to interpret. Hence, interpretations
that seem reasonable as supported by “the weight of evidence” are likely to be accepted by most
knowledgeable individuals. '

It is the responsibility of the project manager to assure that the interpretations meet the
criteria of objectivity, completeness and relevance. Objectivity in interpreting the results is
imperative. Bias in any way reduces the credibility of the person or agency responsible for the
interpretation of the results, makes future interactions with others difficult due to mistrust, makes
midcourse corrections problematic to plan, and does not advance the technology of restoration.

Race and Christi (1982) reviewed a large number of wetland mitigation projects and found
that based on very limited qualitative observations, most were reported to be successful and to meet
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performance criteria. However, when simple quantitative sampling was carried out, the results for
most projects were inconclusive. In most cases, the qualitative sampling was not appropriately
matched to the performance criteria, and the interpretations exceeded that which had been

documented.

MANAGING DATA

Data should be stored in a systematic and logical manner that facilitates analysis and
presentation. Planning of the monitoring program should address the types of graphs and tables that
will be used to summarize the results of the monitoring program. Most monitoring data sets can
be organized to allow direct graphing of the data using database or spreadsheet software. Data sets
should be arranged in an orderly fashion facilitating the addition of new data.

MANAGING CONTRACTS

One of the most difficult aspects of managing a monitoring program can be management
of the contracts required to conduct the program. Most projects require at least some of the work
be contracted to a consultant or another agency. Because monitoring programs are frequently
carried out on a seasonal basis, timing is important. Funds must be available for the contract, the
contractor must be selected, and the contract must be in place in time for seasonal sampling to
occur. The project manager must look to the future when planning contracts to assure that funds
are available and that the contractor is on-board in time to carry out the sampling. Multi-year '
contracts to a single contractor who handles all of the sampling and reports can be easier to manage
in comparison with annual contracts for pieces of the program that must be re-competed each year.

Contracts normally address final scope of work development, kickoff meeting, field study
preparation, field studies, sample processing, data summary and quality assurance, data analysis,
draft report production, meeting on the draft report, and final report production. The schedule for
these activities must be well specified in the contract to meet seasonal sampling requirements,
reporting schedules, and funding deadlines. '

The final component of a monitoring program is acting on the results. That is, what to do
with the information that is now known about the project? The final section describes the
fundamental actions a manager can take. In addition, the next section provides guidance on how
to let others know about the results of the project.
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VI. ACTING ON THE RESULTS

_ The results from a monitoring program are an important tool for assessing the progress of
a restoration project and informing project decision makers about the potential need for action.

MONITORING AS A MANAGEMENT TOOL

Because these are natural systems, unexpected consequences of restoration activities may
occur. The three basic options are as follows:

* 1o action
* maintenance
» modification of project goals and/or performance criteria.

The no action option simply means that no corrective action will be taken and that there is
no change in goals or performance criteria. This option is appropriate if the project is meeting its
goals and perfomance criteria or if additional time is going to be allowed for the project to progress
toward the intended goals.

The second option, maintenance, refers to physical actions required to maintain the course
of project development toward its goals. For example, unusual amounts of sediment may be
deposited in a stream system by a 100-year flood event, requiring dredging to open channels to
allow fish access and detritus flow. Poor plant survival may indicate a need to replant in some areas
of a site or to modify hydrology to enhance plant growth and cover.

Maintenance can include simple measures, such as removing trash that accumulates in the
system, to major physical actions, such as dredging channels or placing riprap to minimize erosion.
A monitoring program provides an information base for deciding what actions are feasible and
advisable. It is beneficial, especially in mitigation projects, to define potential maintenance actions
and contingency plans.

Under the option of modification of project goals and/or performance criteria, changes are
made in the expectations of the project. This latter option does not involve any corrective measures,
and should be used only after careful consideration. Since restoration is uncertain, some flexibility
should be allowed for in achieving the goals if it is obvious that the original goals will never be
achieved and/or the cost or level of difficulty in making the system meet the original goals is too
high. This latter option is really a variation on the no action option. An example is the Windmill
Point project along the James River, Virginia. The Corps constructed an 8-hectare dredged material
island in the James River in 1974-1975, primarily to evaluate whether dredged material islands
could be made into viable wetland habitat (Landin et al. 1989). Although the plans called for
planting a number of herbaceous wetland species on the dike and interior of the island, the island
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interior rapidly colonized with several freshwater species during the first summer. Monitoring
showed that although the island had undergone subsidence and erosion, it supported marsh habitat,
fisheries, and wildlife species at or above levels occurring at three reference marshes. By 1989, the
island had separated into two pieces but was continuing to function for fish and wildlife. To
maintain near-original morphology, Landin et al. concluded that additional dredged material would
have been needed as well as repair of the dike. Although the original goals of this project were not
met in terms of marsh species and system morphology, the overall functioning of the system was
acceptable. If left alone, the system will predictably develop into a self-maintaining aquatic
ecosystem supporting these functions.

CONTINGENCIES

The contingency plan addresses what will be done if the project fails. Primarily because of
poor follow-through on projects, differences in definition of failure, lack of guidance on when
maintenance and contingencies should be implemented, and lack of funds, contingency plans have
not always been successful.

ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT

Background

Perhaps one of the most significant developments in aquatic system restoration has been the
trend toward use of adaptive management principles in managing projects (e.g., Boesch et al. 1994).
Aquatic system restoration is a technology in an early stage of
evolution. Restorationists are applying science and technology
in an attempt to maximize the predictability and probability of
success of restoration projects. Cairns (1990) stated that
“whatever restoration measures we take, the outcome is highly
uncertain.” Success of wetland restoration and creation often
depends on long-term management, protection, and manipulation
of wetlands and adjacent buffer areas (Shreffler and Thom 1993).

The NRC (1992) recommended as 1 of 10 options for a
national restoration strategy that individual restoration projects be designed and executed according
to the principles of adaptive planning and management. It suggested that rather than relying on a
fixed goal for restoration and an inflexible plan to achieve the goal, adaptive management
recognizes the imperfect knowledge of interdependencies within and among natural and social
systems. This requires that plans be modified as technical knowledge improves and social
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preferences change. Central to the success of adaptive management is monitoring of restoration
policy, programs, and individual projects. The knowledge gained must be translated into restoration
policy and program redesign. In terms of individual projects, knowledge based on the monitoring
program, relevant work in other systems, and changing attitudes regarding performance goals need
to be considered during the developing phase of a restoration project. According to Shabman
(1995), adaptive management places a premium on making decisions that are the most cost-
effective means of information discovery.

In a major study of forest practices and endangered species issues in the Pacific Northwest,
the special report by the Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team (FEMAT 1993)
recommended adaptive management as a critical element in the management and restoration of
forest ecosystems. It defined the process as involving planning, action, monitoring, evaluation, and
adjustment (Figure VI.1). Goals are revised based on monitoring, new knowledge, inventories,
‘research, and new technologies.

Plan

Adaptlve

Act

Evaluate

Management

Monitor

FIGURE VI.1. Diagram of components of adaptive management strategy for a restoration project
(redrawn from FEMAT 1993)
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The panel that reviewed wetland loss and restoration in Louisiana (Boesch et al. 1994)
recommended the use of adaptive management in the evaluation of restoration projects in that
region. The adaptive approach coupled with effective monitoring provides a method to reduce the
number of failed projects through providing cause-and-effect input to the management process.

Circular No. 1105-2-210

The Corps has recently released
a circular titled “Ecosystem Restoration
in the Civil Works Program” (Corps
1995). In this circular’s section on
monitoring and adaptive management, it
is stated that because restoration is
uncertain, it is prudent to allow for
contingencies to address problems
during or after project construction.
Points put forth in the section on

monitoring and post-project considerations are as follows:

The project manager may want to include in the project plans a provision for an adaptive

at the heart of adaptive management is a carefully designed monitoring program that
begins during construction and continues after the project has been completed

improving the knowledge base is a significant subset of the overall goal of adaptive
management

because of the potential costs, careful consideration must be given to the expected
ecosystem benefits before pursuing adaptive management

to be meaningful and cost effective, monitoring must be correlated to specific objectives
and needs for information, and would not continue indefinitely

when it is determined that adaptive management and extensive post-construction
monitoring is warranted, it will be cost-shared with the local sponsor

the sponsor will assume normal operations and maintenance (O&M) responsibility for
the project upon receipt of the O&M manual

if monitoring indicates the need for minor adjustments to achieve restoration benefits,
the adjustments can be pursued as part of the O&M program

creativity in the development of monitoring arrangements is encouraged, as cooperative
efforts may improve cost efficiency for the Corps and the sponsor.

management strategy to be implemented during the monitoring phase.
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Specifics on development of adaptive management for Corps restoration projects is provided
in another EEIRP document (Yozzo et al. 1996). This document recommends annual assessments
of the progress of the system. At that time, decisions can be made regarding any midcourse
corrections or other alternative actions, including modification of goals. The annual assessments
would use monitoring data, and may require additional data or expertise from outside the project.
Because the overall objective is to make the project “work” while not expending large amounts of
funds to adhere to inflexible and unrealistic restoration project goals, decisions would be made
about the combination of physical actions that may be needed versus alterations in project goals.

DOCUMENTING AND REPORTING

Background

Documenting and reporting
the progress and development of
the restoration project provides
written evidence that can be used
for a variety of purposes by the
project manager. In general,
documenting and reporting of
restoration projects has been
inadequate. Shreffler et al. (1995)
found it extremely difficult to
access information on over 200
non-Corps restoration projects they
reviewed. Likewise, Kentula et al.
(1992b) found in a review of
project mitigation permits issued
under Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act that the quality of documentation was inadequate to allow reliable descriptions of trends
in the status of the wetland resource or to evaluate the success or failure of mitigation and of
management strategies.

Information on restoration projects is most likely used by a varied audience. The
information has been used for both project-specific purposes and for broader long-range purposes
such as the following:

* judging the progress of the site toward its performance goals

* planning midcourse adjustments to meet performance goals
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+ assessing costs for planning, constructing, monitoring, and maintaining the project

« assessing success of techniques for restoration

« assessing success of materials for restoration

« assessing success and efficiency of monitoring methods

« assessing planning process methods (e.g., goal-setting, performance criteria selection)
« obtaining data on habitats, resources, and hydrology from the region

«  evaluating realistic ecological performance goals for restored systems in the region and
nationally

« developing of regional and national restoration policies.

Documentation of Project Information

A systematic documentation and reporting protocol with a set of minimum requirements
would remedy problems encountered in the reviews by Shreffler et al. (1995) and Kentula et al.
(1992b). Shreffler et al. found that the best documented restoration projects provided sufficient
information for both project-specific and broader purposes. The information was easy to access,
complete, concise, and well written. Often, the projects were presented at appropriate regional and
national meetings to broaden awareness and to promote discussion about the project. These
concepts generally follow a standard method employed by scientists and engineers in a research
project.

The overriding objective is to develop documentation in such a manner that a person new
to the project could, with little or no help, develop an accurate understanding of the project by
consulting the available documentation. A second objective is to disseminate the information to
the appropriate audience to advance the state of understanding on the topic. Dissemination of the
results of the project is often given low priority, especially in permit-driven mitigation actions
where the party responsible for the mitigation expends most of the effort constructing the project
and is not interested or required to report the results to anyone but the permitting agency. Often,
these reports are short, cryptic, and only discernable by those intimately involved in the project.
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Holland and Kentula (1991) and Kentula et al. (1992a) provided guidance on the required
information needed by EPA’s Permit Tracking System (PTS) for wetland compensatory mitigation
projects. The PTS information along with information on the project planning, costing, adaptive
management, report production, and the dissemination of information is summarized in Table VI.1.
The file for the project should contain sections (or appropriate equivalents) for each of these topics.
The information that is disseminated from the project should identify where copies of the files are
held and who is the appropriate contact for obtaining information from the files. Since personnel
often change during the life of a project, the office or responsible agency should be identified in the
file, along with the person presently responsible for the files.

Outline for a Monitoring Report

The project manager should assure that the monitoring reports are concise and well
organized for ease of reading and for minimization of costs for production, copying, mailing and
storage. Annual or periodic progress reports should be in a logical and consistent format that can
be repeated for each report. Each report may repeat some basic information, such as the location
of the project, goals and criteria, and methods. This material should be concise but detailed enough
to permit an understanding of the fundamental aspects of the project. Reports written in a
consistent manner can be easily updated; new data are added to the previous data, and
interpretations are refined based on the latest information.

Photographs, drawings, data graphs, and tables are all useful media that can be incorporated
into monitoring reports. These should be kept simple to minimize cost while preserving quality of
representation. Color photographs, although highly informative, are often costly to reproduce in
reports. High-contrast black and white photographs, with adequate legends and labeling can be
nearly as effective. These photographs can be digitized for relatively easy reproduction, or
photocopied.

Main sections in a general format for a monitoring report should include a title page,
summary or abstract, introduction, site description, methods, results, discussion, conclusions,
recommendations, acknowledgments, and literature cited (Table VI.2).

The title page provides information on authorship and addresses of the authors, as well as
current information about the location of project files and the person or agency responsible
for maintaining them. The project manager should also be identified on this page. It is
usefu] to indicate the proper citation for the report. The title could include some indication
of the report’s chronology and significance in the series of monitoring reports. For
example, the title could state that the report is for Year 3 of a 5-year monitoring program.

An abstract or bulleted summary should be placed directly following the title page and
should provide a concise restatement of the results, conclusions, and recommendations from
the report.
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TABLE VI.1. Information recommended for inclusion in a data base on restoration projects (taken
in part from EPA’s Permit Tracking System, Holland and Kentula 1991)

Location

Dates

Wetland Type(s)
(Cowardin et al. 1979)
Area of the Project
Contact

Planning Documents
Project Sponsor(s)

Project Type

Project Costs

Project Goals
Project Performance Criteria
Management plan

Monitoring Information

Participating/Interested Parties

State and county

Specific location

Water body/river basin
Land use

USGS map name and scale
Latitude/longitude
Township range and section

Permit issued
Construction began/completed

Biological/ecological
Engineering/construction
Economic

Planning
Construction
Monitoring
Management
Contingency

Construction
Monitoring
Adaptive Management

“As-built” plans
Construction monitoring documents
Performance monitoring documents
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TABLE VI.2. Main sections and contents of a general performance monitoring report

Main Sections
Title Page

Abstract or Summary

Introduction

Site Description

Methods

Results

Discussion

Conclusion

Recommendations

Acknowledgments

References

Appendices

Contents

Authorship and addresses

Location of project files

Person responsible for maintaining the files
Project manager

Proper citation for the report

Series number for report

Concise restatement of the results, conclusions, and recommendations

Brief history of the project

Goals

Performance criteria for the project

Monitoring approach relative to goals and criteria
Objective of this report

Where this reports fits in series

Planned duration of the program

Location of site
Location of reference sites

Description of the methods used

Location of the sampling stations

Timing of the sampling

Modifications from past sampling methods or stations
Statistical methods employed

Concise presentation of the data and other observations
Statistical analyses

Interpretation of results relative to goals and criteria

Introduction of relevant information from outside the project, as appropriate
Highlight unique or surprising results

Discussion of problems with the system

Identification of potential solutions

Brief statement of progress of the project toward goals and criteria

Identification of necessary actions
Identification of additional special studies

Identification of all those involved in the monitoring program and the funding
entity

Proper citations for all published and unpublished documents named in the
report

Appendices may be used for items not needed in the body of the report, such
as QA results, species lists, etc.
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The introduction should contain a brief history of the project, the goals and performance
criteria for the project, approach to monitoring, a statement relative to the specific objective
of the monitoring reported in the present report, the planned duration of the program, and
other relevant background information.

There should be a brief site description including the location of the monitoring stations.
This section should include a map, photograph or other illustration that identify the
geographic location of the site in the watershed or landscape. This illustration can be used
later when discussing influences from outside the project site, as well as the contributions
the site makes to the region. '

The methods section should briefly describe the methods used, the location of the sampling
stations, the timing of the sampling, modifications from past sampling methods or stations,
statistical methods employed, and other relevant information.

The results section should outline the data and other observations made during the present
monitoring period: the results only, with no interpretation. The data should be organized
so that temporal changes in the system are easily seen. For example, the change in area of
vegetation during every monitoring effort since construction can be displayed in a simple
x-y graph or in a simple table. Other data taken in the same time frame, such as stream
temperature, can be displayed using axes that allow easy comparison between graphs.
Statistical analyses are also presented in the results section.

In the discussion section, the results are interpreted. The results should be concisely
discussed in the context of the goals and criteria for the project. Information from outside
the project may be introduced if it is relevant to the interpretation of the results. Unique or
surprising results should be highlighted, any problems with the system discussed, and
potential solutions identified to the extent possible. The results and discussion sections can
be combined in brief reports.

The conclusion is a brief statement of progress of the project toward achieving goals and
meeting performance criteria.

In the recommendations section, necessary actions are identified. If problems are
identified, an action may be to call together a small group of experts to analyze the problem
further. In some cases, additional special studies may be in order. In development of the
recommendations section, the monitoring agent can provide information that is extremely
useful to the project manager. The project manager should attempt to fully understand these
recommendations prior to developing an action strategy.

All parties involved in the monitoring program, as well as the funding entity should be
included in the acknowledgments section.
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The literature cited section should consist of proper citations for all published documents
according to an appropriate citation format. A technical journal should be consulted for an
acceptable format. Other unpublished sources of information should be cited appropriately,
including personal communications. If unpublished information is cited, this section may
be more appropriately titled the references section.

Length of the Monitoring Report

The length of a monitoring report will vary with the size and complexity of the project.
Small projects with simple performance goals and criteria, few target parameters, and limited
physical modification of the site can normally be reported in 10 or fewer pages of double-spaced
text, with additional pages for figures and tables.
Larger, more complex projects may require up to 30

pages of text. However, much of this material can
be “boiler plate” from previous reports. The new
material is contained in the results, discussion,
conclusion, and recommendation sections. This
new material may constitute a small part of the
report. This will minimize cost for producing and
disseminating the report, but will maximize useful
information.

Dissemination of the Results

Recipients of the report and other monitoring information should include all interested
parties, and those who by regulation must get copies (e.g., all state and federal agencies involved
in a permit action). In addition, complete files should be maintained. The audience can include
beach-goers, birders, fishers, developers, industry representatives, engineers, government
environmental managers, politicians, and scientists. The recipient list and schedule for delivery of
the reports should be developed by the project manager. If appropriate, a meeting with interested
parties should be held to present the results of the monitoring effort and to discuss the future of the
project. Large, complex, and expensive projects may have wide appeal and interest, and meetings
on these projects will require more planning. Presentations should be tailored to the audience to
provide the information in the clearest and most relevant form.

It is strongly recommended that
restoration projects be presented at
appropriate  technical meetings and
workshops, at which new and interesting
findings can be presented and emphasized.
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The results of the monitoring program can be of great use to others planning or conducting
restoration projects. In addition, the project manager can discuss problematic aspects of the project
with colleagues. Once a project has been presented to a professional audience, the members look
forward to periodic updates of its progress. Professional societies that often feature aquatic habitat
restoration in the meetings include the American Fisheries Society, Estuarine Research Federation,
Ecological Society of America, Society for Ecological Restoration, Society of Wetland Scientists,
and American Society of Civil Engineers.

Consideration should be given to publication of the results of the monitoring program in a
peer-reviewed scientific journal. Although large, complex, and controversial projects are always
of interest, small, well-conceived and well-implemented projects can also be worthy of publication.
Publication disseminates results to a wide and interested audience. The peer review process
formally assures that the information and interpretation meets the highest technical standards.
Publication is often reserved for completed projects, that have essentially ended, but for projects
with longer monitoring programs, a report summarizing early results may be appropriate. The
societies listed above frequently have symposia devoted to restoration, the proceedings from which
are often published in the societies’ journals.

From time to time, requests may be made for copies of reports and data. If the report format
is such that the current report contains all of the monitoring information to date, it will generally
suffice. However, if reports contain varied types of information, all reports may need to be sent.
If possible, copies of the reports should be placed with an office or group that handles dissemination
of information and that can also handle billing for publications.

Finally, the general public is often interested in restoration projects. Volunteer monitors and
others in the region want to hear of the progress of the system. The project manager can develop
special summary reports of one to two pages that present the fundamental findings from the
monitoring program in nontechnical terms. These reports can also be published as articles in the
periodicals issued by the agency, or reported by the local news media.
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APPENDIX A. EXAMPLES OF MONITORING PARAMETER SELECTION
Examples of General Recommendations

Below are summarized several publications or methods that identify monitoring parameters.
They are provided to show the variety of parameters available and the recommendations from
recognized authorities and agencies.

Example 1: Measurement Selection in Wetlands by Erwin (1990)'. Erwin suggested that a
quantitative wetland evaluation plan should be implemented “when the construction technique is
unproven, where the ability to successfully create or restore a habitat is unproven, or when success
criteria are related to obtaining specific thresholds of plant cover, diversity, and wildlife utilization.”
This quantitative wetland evaluation should include hydrological monitoring and vegetation
analysis. Qualitative evaluations can be carried out in situations where there is more certainty of
success, and where performance is not tied to specific quantitative criteria. As an example of
qualitative evaluations used for wetlands, Erwin recommended the following:

* Dbaseline vegetation survey
» fixed point panoramic photographs
 rainfall and water level data
* plan view of sampling points
» wildlife utilization observations
* fish and macroinvertebrate data
+ annual reporting for 5 years.
Erwin stated that criteria for performance must be established prior to the evaluation effort and must

be “fundamental to the existence, functions, and contributions of the wetland system and its
surrounding landscape.”

Example 2: Measurement Selection in Wetlands by the NRC. The NRC (1992) stated that for
wetland restoration projects, the structural and functional attributes should form the basis for
evaluating success of the restoration project. Further, it suggested that two factors influence the
success rating: (1) the specific criteria used, and (2) the reference data or sites used for comparison.
The NRC recommended the following conditions for a restoration monitoring program:

» assessment criteria should include structural as well as functional attributes

« criteria should be established before the assessment takes place

* criteria should be linked to objectives for the project

» several criteria should be used for evaluation

! References are included in Literature Cited, Section VII.
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 criteria may need to be regionalized

« reasonable reference sites and long-term data set should be available for comparison

« measurements should take into account temporal and spatial heterogeneity

« there should be an a priori indication of degree of similarity expected between the restored
sites and reference sites

« atime frame for monitoring should be established a priori

« criteria and methods should stand up to peer review.

The NRC (1992) developed a list of seven wetland functions that should be considered in
assessing equivalency between natural and constructed wetland systems (Table A.1). These were
based upon experiences in coastal salt marshes, but apply generally to all wetland systems. For
each function, the NRC suggested measures that could be used for quantification.

The NRC (1995) recently reviewed wetland delineation methods and concluded that the use
of three wetland indicators, hydrology, soils, and wetland plants, were valid and reliable indicators
of the presence of a wetland. Although some of the details regarding the period and depth of soil
saturation, and the percentage of facultative and obligate wetland plants needs to be resolved, the
NRC recommended the use of manuals already in place for delineating wetlands. For restoration
projects, the 1987 Corps method for wetland delineation may be adequate to evaluate wetland
development and the area occupied by a wetland.

Example 3: Measurement Selection in Wetlands by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers HGM
Method. For decades, the Corps has been assessing structure and function of wetlands and other
aquatic and terrestrial habitats. A relatively new approach has been developed through Corps
funding that synthesizes much of the work that is relevant to wetland systems. Brinson (1993)
developed an approach for classifying wetlands that is based upon hydrology and geomorphology -
HGM. This approach de-emphasizes biological components of the system, and relies on water
quality, hydrology, and soils as indicators of ecological

conditions of a wetland. For example, northern, cold
systems with a positive water balance and a low pH may
favor Sphagnum peat development.  Hence, by
characterizing the hydrological conditions, along with
other aspects of the system, one can predict the wetland
type and ecological functions (or significance). This
system is beginning to gain wide acceptance, and may
prove useful in developing broadly-applicable
performance monitoring criteria for restored systems.

Example 4: Measurement Selection in Aquatic Systems the Index of Biological Integrity. Karr
(Karr and Dionne 1991; Karr 1993) developed the Index of Biological Integrity (IBI) which is
designed to provide a cost-effective method for evaluating the biological conditions in streams. The
IBI focuses on attributes of fish communities to evaluate the effects of humans on streams and

108




Planning Aquatic Ecosystem
Restoration Monitoring Programs

TABLE A.1. Wetland functions and measures for assessing restored wetland equlvalcncy to
natural wetlands (from Table 6.4, NRC 1992)

Function Suggested Measures

Hydrologic
function

Nutrient supply
functions and
their limiting
factors

Persistence of
the plant
community

Plant growth®
and its limiting
factors

Persistence of
consumer
populations

Ground water recharge: Monitor water level in nearby wells

Shoreline stabilization: Map shorelines from aerial photographs or install and
monitor markers

Flood-peak reduction: Monitor water levels in relation to flow velocity

Restoration tidal flows: Monitor water levels over tide cycles; determine
amplitude and lags; monitor salinity of water and soil

Development of hydrologic equilibria: Measure erosion and accretion of
channels and marsh

Sample inflowing waters for nutrient concentrations (N, P) and flow rates

Analyze soil texture and organic matter content
Determine nutrient concentrations (N, P) in soil and pore water

Survey for toxic substances (heavy metals, selenium, and others)

Determine cover of dominant species and map using aerial photographs and
ground truthing

Survey populations of sensitive species quantitatively

Determine the life history characteristics of sensitive plant populations to
predict their ability to persist in the restored wetland (e.g., numbers, flowering,
seed production, seed germination potential, seedlmg establishment, and
successful recruitment)

Measure end-of-season live standing crop (EOSL); estimate biomass by
measuring total stem length (meters/square meter) of species such as cordgrass

Measure redox potential in soil profiles, and measure pH
Assess/monitor organic matter decomposition
Assess cover of floating or epibenthic algae by dominant type

Determine nutrient content of inflowing waters

Arthropods: Document outbreaks; document presence of carnivores that could
control potential pest species

Fish and aquatic invertebrates: Sample community composition (seasonal
sampling probably needed)
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TABLE A.1. (contd)

Function Suggested Measures

» Birds: Survey seasonally for abundance

e Record activities (habitat use and movements between habitats) in
relation to changes in water levels (e.g., tidal inundation); identify areas
used for feeding, nesting, and refuge during adverse conditions

Resilience’ « Follow the recovery of populations that die back during periods of
environmental extremes

« Map the occurrence of weedy plants, and rank their abundance by

Resistance to .
species

invasive
exotics o Census exotic animals, and determine whether populations are

increasing, stable, or declining

Other items e Monitor trash so that the area can be cleaned up at appropriate intervals

o Document any visual disturbances or noise problems that are
correctable

(a) Productivity rates of algae and vascular plants are highly variable--the former on a weekly
basis, the latter yearly. However, measures of peak biomass are useful.

watersheds. An IBI is developed based upon sampling of these attributes in a disturbed stream, and
ranking them according to their deviations from values expected at an undisturbed reference stream.
When several attributes are combined and scaled, the sites can be graded as having excellent, good,
fair, or poor biological integrity. This method has been applied throughout much of the United
States, and has recently been tested in estuarine systems in New England (Deegan et al. 1993).

Example 5: _Measurement Selection in Wetlands by the EP4. The most specific guidance on
selection of restored wetland monitoring parameters comes from the EPA (Kusler and Kentula
1990; Kentula et al. 1992a). Kentula et al. (1992a) presented a list of 26 wetland system variables,
justification for selection, suggested uses, and general procedures (Table A.2). The variables are
divided into categories of general information: morphometry, hydrology, substrate, vegetation,

110




Planning Aquatic Ecosystem
Restoration Monitoring Programs

(odid DA pansofs eip wwgz[  (adid DAJ panors eip wwgy|  (adid DAJ panojs eip wwg,]  sa8ueyd [euoseas;relodway enqey
-0S ‘TIam mojreys) punosd mo[aq-gs Iom mojreys) punoid mojaq|-ps ‘[[am moqreys) punoi mojaq ‘1arem uado jo uorodoid| sauoysiy 79 aJIpIM ‘suraped
ndap ‘(93ned yess) punoid idap ‘(o3ned jrers) punoid pdop “(a8ned jyeis) punoid| ‘(gg61 ‘[e 10 uowng) adelols uoeladaa ‘renusjod
9A0QE UOHEpUNUT 2INSBIW 9A0QE UOHBPUNUI IMNSBIW 9A0Qe UoEpUNUI 3Inseaw| poojy ‘ponsadopAy suruLia)ep 98e10}s pooyj ssousnjul yda(g 152
ADOTOUAAH
(ey/ur) Arepunoq (ey/w) Arepunoq
reuonoIpsumf uo psseq 7p dew Teuonoipsunf uo paseq % dew|  own 1940 adeys ur saSueyo
109foid a1y uo pajesipul pue| 103f01d a1y uo pajeoipul pue ‘usisop reuwrSuo woy sreod 10afoid “03)y2 oney
-13Mm Jo Arepunoq Jajounuejd puepiom jo Arepunoq opeuwue|d| odeys ur uoneLreA SUIULISISP 93pa “enqey ssousnyjuI | BAIY-0)-I31SWLIa]
JRERT) 93pa panom JO SONSLISIOL
(0661 ®BIMUSY pue UIMD)) yoes 10§ sajyoid orydesd|  -reyo ‘sssooe [euniue quow
syoasuen Suofe srearsjut|  -odoy woyy sadoys % syadop ~ysiqersa yuefd 4usipesd
18 S95UBYO UOHBAS]S INSBIW [UBIWI 29 “XeW “UIW SUIULS)OP o130]01pAY saduanjjul adojg
(8y) 300fo1d a1 jJo dews & o8I (ey) 30ofoad ot
03 sanbruyosy £oauns oseq asn Jo dews 8 a3ea10 03 sanbruyos; SJUSWISSISSe Iy pue 23e10)s pooyy pue
% (6861 AMDII) Arepunoq KsaIns o1s8q 9sn % Arepunog|  ‘suoneoyroads UoRONISUOD ‘an[eA JBlIqeY SoUIN[IUL
[euonoIpsLN[ SUIULINIP reuonorpsum( ouuusiop|  ‘speod 30afoxd yim aredwos ‘sreod 105fo1d syuswmoop By
AYLINOHIIONW
(9461 T8 13 uosIopuy) (9261 I8 13 Uosiapuy) (9L61 'Ie 12 uosiopuy)
IS 3y} WOy WQQE oS oY} WOy WQQE QIS Y} WOl WOOE soueunopsad
Jo wnuuiw B uiyiim sadKy Jo wnunuiw 8 uigim sad5y Jo wnuiuiw e uiyim sadKy puejiom us sagueyo| (sjjejino jernsnpui ‘uvonnjjod
Jofew ydei3ojoyd 2p ‘asn pue| ofews ydeiZoroyd 7p ‘asn puej|  sofew ydeiSojoyd 29 ‘osn pue) urejdxa ‘puepiom punore 20unos yutoduou “39) asn

Surpunoums jo 9, sjewWNse

Suipunowuns Jo g, sjewsa

Surpunowns Jo o, ajewINS?

$13Jnq 10J PI3U Y} AEN[BAD

puepiam oy syndur ssuruuep

pue] Suipunoung

(ey) dew owydess
-odo} woy eare 1ojowiued

Anpiqedes
[euonouny s3oafoxd 03 saje[al

uonendwos s3e101s pooyy
‘SUOIOUNY Paje]al pue pays
-101em ut uonyisod souruLIslop

ealy a8eurelq

(6L61 'Te 12 WpIEmMOD)

(6L61 Te3d wpemo))

(6L61 'Te 10 upremo))

193(o1d 2 jo yuawdojaasp
ayeidordde/pajoadxe
juownoop ‘suosiredurod

sy
I9A0 S23UBYD [BUOISS300NS

(s)ad £y Sunnsas Kyissepo (s)odA) serpounsajun AJIsse[d (s)2d £y papuaui AJisse[o] aInnj 10§ YIRWYOUS] S SAISS ‘syeod 103foid sjusumsop adA 1 puepam
(Seare [enl ug syJewpue| 2
SeaIe UBQIN Ul SISSAIPPE ppe)
Jeys 2 Aunod ‘apnyduo] ¥
apmye| “ajep ‘MoLre yuou

‘aeos ‘saurepunoq Auedosd ynm SJUSWISSISSE dInIng
dews ajea1d 10 dew Sunsixs ssn Joj dews aurjaseq apiaoid]  dewr [ed0[ UO 9IS SALUIPI uoneoso]
TVHINTD
AIsudyardmio)) | uNnoY IINg-sy | (s)as() passasing uonIuN g/ euoney JqBIIBA

(82661 ‘Ie 1° B{MuUY WOL Z-p PUe [-p S]qEL) 'SPUB[IOM [BINJEU PUE PAIO)SAI JO JUSWISSASSE O SpoIaw [e1ousg pue ‘sasn ‘[euoney 7'V 419VL

111




Planning Aquatic Ecosystem

Restoration Monitoring Programs

spoyjeus 29 suonedo] Sunueyd| sonel pue saSeaae payySrom
(8861 Paay) smels (8861 Ppa9y) sryels| JuoWMOOP (8861 PaaY) smess aje[nofed ‘voneaut[op
PIONPONUI/SALIBY 29 JOJBOIPULl  PIONPONUI/SAIRU 79 JOJBOIPUI]  PIdNPOLUI/SALRY 29 JOJRdIpUL ‘suonipuod Sunuerd|  Asisap yreyd pue Gejqey
puefjom pue satoads AJiuspi puepiom pue saroads AJuopt puepom pue sa1vads AJiuapi wafoid 10 yrunrad AJuea ‘ad A} pue|jom saulyop sis1 saroadg
NOLLYLIDIA
1991100,4UdUINDOP ‘sagueyd
sadueypd feroduwia) Juswmoop
(6861 Isum] pue uooyeD) (6861 Iown] pue uooye))|spue[iom [eInieu yiim suostred 20URQINISIP ‘[RAOWISI
syutod 9ouaIRjal SB oBJINS syutod 20ud19J94 SB 20BLINS| -WOO J0J UOISOII JO UONIIdIE ‘UONIOIR JUSUNIPIS
aensqns je sped Aepo [reisur arensqns Je sped Ae[o [reisul JUSWIPSS JO S37Bl UNSeaw I10j [enuajod soteotpul]  Xn[ JUSWITPRS
Poppe are s[eLajew (1661 'Te 10 sidue)
S1ed10 19410 Jo 30B)INS safueyo} sosss001d [10s Jo UOHIPUOO
sojdures utosy ysrew pageares J1 juswissasse| rerodwso) Jusumoop ‘spuefiom| ‘wnipsut mosd 2 Sunuerd
1yStom AIp 221-ySe suIuLIs}ap yjing-se Surmp s[dures ergeu yum sredwoo se Anfiqelns soyeaipur|  JopeIA o131
(soegins ysrew pageafes ‘Ispew
sedio ‘1az119) “8°9) sjusw sa[nSedoud jueid renuszod
-pusure j10s AUe Jo uonippe|  AJnuopl pue suonesyrads uoyRULIOJUL
pure UoNEBI0] 2OINOS JUSWNI0P UOIIINDSUOD AJLIDA sutjaseq sepiaoid 30INn0g 10§
SpOYIoW pIEpUe]s JO
(6861 a%opsey pue JoWOH) (6861 xepaey pue JoWoL) sadueyo [erodway|  uoEN|YUI % YIMOIF 3001
]93] U0 paseq [10s AJisse}d 199) uo paseq [10s AJisse|d| Joj yreuryouaq ‘suonedsyroads| ‘wnipawr yimosd 2 Sunrerd
0} 9[3ueLY 2IMyX2) [10S a5h 0} s{SueLny a1myxa) [10s asn uoNONISU0D AJLISA se AN[iqeyins ssousnjyul amyxa] 10§
(6861 QML) sapmow % (6861 AMDI) sapmowt % uoyesul[ap Arepunoq
XUJBU JO 3Ny 29 BWOIYD Surw XLJBW JO 9Ny 79 BWOIYD dul ‘s]10s OLIPAY JO UOHBULIO) SolIsLRIoBIRYD
-19J9p 0} WeYD 10[02 [[ASUNJA asn -19]9p 0} Hreyd JOJ0D [[ISUNJA] SN[ JO W} PUE JUSIXS SUIULISAP SLIPAY soreotpul 10[0D) [10§
(6861 AMOIH) soulf (6861 QML) ou]
1o [10s pajoedwod jo ydop 10 q10s pajoedwond jo yidop suoneoyyoads| wnipaw ymoid 2p Sunuerd
03 31d 31p 10 138ne [ios asn o3 31d S1p 10 193ne [10s asn UOIONIISU0D AJLIDA se AJ1[Iqeyns ssousnpjul yda( [10§
ALVILSHNS
uopwauIjap Ampunoq
‘Buijdures Suump 195em
(6861 AMDI4) soreotput (6861 AMDId) s1oreoiput (6861 AMDI4) s1owedtpul A3ojoupAy yo Ayorponsad J0 30uasqe ut A30j01pAy sdoeaipu]
JO SUONRAISSQO PI0D3X JO SUONBAIISQO PI0d3L JO SUOBAISSQO PIOO3I pue soussaxd ysijqelss JO 20uspIA2 sapiaoad 10211pu]
dew dew dew Ansiwuayo
uo sAemyed 1ofew sjeorpul uo sAemysed Jofew syedipur uo sAemyed Jofew ajeotpul| soueunoyiad Jo sjuswssasse|  2p ANjIqe)s syensqns quaw
0} UOIBAISSQO 9311 3sn 0} UOJBAISSQO JOSIIP 35N 0] UOTIBAISSQO J02MIP 2SN | 21Ny 10] YIeuryouaq se salas|  -ysijqesss jued saousnpjur swialed MO[
(s7,) s3iam 10 sawnyy (/1) s112m 10 sawnfy
yim quasaid j1 ‘odreyosip yim quoesaid 1 ‘o8reyosip Suispow o13o0j01pAy|  ANjIqeIs pue sOonSLIAIRIRYD
MO[JIN0 pUEB MOJJUI 2INSEIW MO[JINO PUR MO[JUI 2InSesw ‘S90.IMOS J3JEM JJBN[EAD pue[jam s109)Je sarey Mol
sarsuagaidwo) aupnoy ING-sy (s)asn voauomm:m UoBIUN J/[BUONBY IqBLIBA

(piuod) "7V A19VL

112




Planning Aquatic Ecosystem
Restoration Monitoring Programs

s]qeLreA Jofew sjqeLreA Jofew s[qeLrea Jofew
yoes 10} sadueyd 2 saInjes) yoed 10 saSueyd 2p saInjesy yoes 10 saSueyd 79 SaInes) suosuedwos| uoneuedxs % uoeULIOJUL SAlRLRN
a|qejou urejdxa 79 9qLIOSIP s[qeiou urejdxa 29 2qLIISSP aqeou ure[dxa 79 aquUOssp a1y 10§ Jreurjousq reuonippe sapiaosd aanduosaq
(6861 2epsey pue sowoH)| (6861 9opsey puesowol)| (6861 3apsey pue JowoH)
suone)s ojoyd jusueunrad suoness ojoyd juoueunad suone)s ojoyd jusueurtad
woly wiy wuige Suisn suaj woy wijy wwgg Suisn sud| woy wiy wwge Suisn sua| Iagnq Suipunouns asn
WWOS YIM SUOIOSIIP [BISASS|  WW(OS YIIM SUOIIOSIIP [BISASS|  WIWIQS YIIM SUONDIIIP [BISASS 29 PUB[IoM JO MI1A3I| puej Sutpunoums 2 puepiom
woyy adesspue] Suipunouns woy sdeospue| Surpunosms woyy adesspue] Suipunouns| 3010 0] SMOJ[E ‘SUSWISSISSB|O UOHIPU0D Uo Y Jwad 108 pioody
2 puepom ydes3ojoyd 2 puepaom ydesSojoyd 2 puepam ydeiSojoyd Tezodwa) 1oj yreumpuaq| prooar jusueunsd sapraoid swydeidojoyg
NOLLYWYOJNI TVNOLLIQaV
9sn [BUNEJ YIIM JJB[9LI00
(syreynyjod (syreinjjod ‘syusLynu “spijos ‘ooueuniopad aAne)a8aa
‘syuaLynu ‘sprjos papuadsns papuadsns [10} ‘AA1ONpUOd | Ul suoneLeA urejdxa ‘uonsuny
18103 “Aianonpuod ‘Hd “3-9) ‘Hd “8-9) saanoalqo 10afod JuSUKEBIL JojeM SJen[BAS 331 3y} punore
$9A13093{q0 109fo1d uo psseq uo poseq siojourered ‘sreo8 102foid orjroads| 1o ur 3oURQINISIP ‘10 SIS AU
sigyourered syeudoidde amnsesw sjeridosdde ainsesw 30 ejep auljaseq apiaoid| e jusunean Joyem sajeoipur|  sojdureg ssrepm
ALI'TVNO YALVAM
(8861 WAIT F1661 e 10 SYo0Ig Buydureg oytoads
8861 soySny pue syooig) senbru 3w I9A0 BjBp 3dURpUNge waouoo jo sdnoid 10 Amumwwo)
o9} snsusd sjenidoidde 109)as pue 2ouasaid sjenjeas)  sorvads pajodre; sarenreas 1o saroadg
saroads pajosjas saroads payos|ss
10} poyjaui o|qeredurod 10} poypaw 9[qeredwod 10
10 (0861 SMASN) s2mpadoig (0861 SmJISN) sammpsooid awn 1240 suoyenjeAy
uonenfeaq jeiqeH asn uopen[ead jenqef asn|  [enuatod jenqey owuuagep|  jeNqey [enusiod sseneas mNqeq
SajeIqaIaAUl % S3JRIGaIdAUL 79 S9JRIQIIaAUI 29 ELH
YSI} “DJI[P[iM JO SUOLIBAISSQO|  “USI “DJIP|im JO SUONBAISSQO|  “YSIJ ‘OJI[P[Im JO SUOIBAIOSQO|  ISAO Sa10ads o110Xa % ‘orel
19311pul 29 JORIIp P1023I 10311pUl 29 10311P P10 10311pUl 29 J051IP PI0J3I ‘uowwiog £q 9sn djen[eAs Je)qey Se asn S3FedIpuUl SUOIIBAIISQQ
VNNV
soon sreod 10afoxd
79 Sqruys Jenpialput Sej vAlfe aare syueid|  sa13sjens Sunueldas 1s988ns| ssouanpyur ‘spotpowr Sunued
sjueld Jo 9, auruLIg)ap Ajfensia JO 24 quIuLIIap A[[ensIA ‘ssaoons Sunueld sjenjeas)  JO SSOUIALOYYS SIRIIpUL diysioalamg
saiprus Ajanonpoid 10 ejep
199109 (1661 e 12 Z3moq1a]
‘861 187 pue Jamoig) sjdasuel)
Suore gep j01d 109[j00 SaNIUNUIWO SOIIUNUIWOD SJUSUISSIsSe
‘sonrunwwos jueld dew ‘o401 juepd dews ‘o401 1sore0U juepd dew ‘o401 ISare0U 2Imny JojJ Yleuryousq
153183U 0} AJ[ENSIA ISA0D SjeWNSd 0} A[[ensiA J2A0D JjewlIsd 0} A[[ensIA JOAOO JBWINSD ‘sjeo8 109fod AJuIea 1elqeY SB 95N SIdDUSN[UL 9881040D
aAIsudyarduo) upnoYy IIng-sy (s)asny vu«uow...w:m UoHIUN J/jeuOnEY JquLIEA .

(puos) TV ATAV.L

113




Planning Aquatic Ecosystem
Restoration Monitoring Programs

fauna, water quality, and additional information. These variables are well justified in the scientific
literature, and many have been investigated directly by the EPA Wetlands Research Program.

The EPA, through its Environmental Monitoring and Assessment Program (EMAP;
Hunsaker and Carpenter 1990), has been developing parameters to monitor the status and trends of
the ecological conditions of the ecosystems of the United States. For wetlands and surface waters,
EMAP has developed a list of 20 and 18 “candidate indicators” for surface waters and wetland
ecosystems, respectively (Table A.3). Each of these indicators is graded high, medium, or low
relative to 12 selection criteria. The selection criteria identify the following about an indicator:

e canit be correlated with unmeasured ecosystem components

o is it applicable on a regional basis, is related unambiguously and monotonically to an
environmental value or habitat value

» can it be easily sampled
¢ does it exhibit low measurement error
e is it cost effective.

Although EMAP was not specifically designed to monitor restoration sites, the analysis of
ecosystem indicators is useful in selecting defensible and relevant parameters for this purpose.

Example 6: Measurement Selection in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Civil Works Program.
Circular No. 1105-2-210 (Corps 1995) identified structural and functional characteristics of the
ecosystem that are potentially useful for measuring the progress of restoration projects. The circular
provided a discussion of the following characteristics:

e Structural » Functional
water quality water storage, recharge, supply
water quantity floodwater and sediment retention
soil condition transport of organisms, nutrients, etc.
geology oxygen production
topography biomass production, food web support
flora and fauna nutrient cycling
concepts (patch size, shelter
edge, etc.) detoxification of wastes
morphology : energy flow.

Example 7: Measurement Selection in Water Quality Assessments by the EPA. The EPA (1991a,
1991b) has attempted to develop biological criteria for water quality assessments in a variety of
system types. Biological criteria are not universally recognized or used in the United States,
because they have not been developed to a state that allows broad application (Richard Albright,
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TABLE A.3. Candidate indicators for inland surface waters and wetlands developed by EMAP

(from Hunsaker and Carpenter 1990)

Inland Surface Waters

Selected as Research Indicators

Lake Trophic Status

Fish Index of Biological Integrety
Top Carnivore Index: Fish

Macroinvertebrate Assemblage
Sedimentary Diatom Assemblage
Semiaquatic Vertebrates

External Pathology: Fish

Water Column/Sediment Toxicity
Chemical Contaminants: Fish
Physical Habitat Quantity

Routine Water Chemistry
Biomarkers

Water-Column Bacteria
Man-Made Organics/Heavy Metals

Considered but not Selected

Phytoplankton
Zooplankton

Growth Rate

Primary Production
Community Respiration
Nutrient Cycling

Wetlands

Selected as Research Indicators

Wetland Extent/Type

Diversity

Organic Matter/Sediment Accretion
Abundance/Species Composition:

Vegetation
Water Birds

Nutrients in Water/Sediments

Chemical Contaminants in Water/Sediments
Hydroperiod

Macroinvertebrates

Leaf Area/Transmittance/Greenness
Soil and Aquatic Microbes
Chemical Contaminants in Tissues
Bioassays

Considered but not Selected

Biomass

Primary Production
Nutrient Cycling
Retrogression
Decomposition

Fish Community Structure

personal communication 1995, EPA Region 10, Seattle, Washington). Biological water quality
criteria can be developed for local areas and used for monitoring changes in the conditions in a
particular watershed or stream. These same criteria could also be used to assess the changes in

water quality associated with restored systems.
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Region and System-Specific Parameters

The relevance of evaluation criteria depends highly on the system type, region, and question
under consideration. For example, three categories of functions are often recognized for wetland
systems: hydrologic, water quality improvement, and food chain support (Mitsch and Gosselink
1993). However, hydrologic functions such as groundwater recharge and flood peak reduction may
be unimportant functions in coastal salt marshes in southern California (Pacific Estuarine Research
Laboratory [PERL] 1990). In contrast, other hydrologic functions may be important along with
the habitat support of the system for a variety of fish and wildlife. Therefore, measuring the typical
hydrologic functions in a restored southern California coastal wetland, although not completely
irrelevant, may not provide interpretable data and may not be a wise use of funds.

Criteria development must be based on a thorough knowledge of the system under
consideration. Although there is a vast array of system-specific studies, it is useful to consult a
document that summarizes the fundamental knowledge about the system. A good source of this
information comes from the “Community and Estuarine Profile” series published by the USFWS
(Table A.4). These reports cover the general ecology of selected systems throughout the country,
and have sections on physical, chemical, and biological conditions of these systems. Many of the
profiles also cover restoration.

A wealth of information on regionalized and system-specific wetland criteria development
is available in Kusler and Kentula (1990). Six examples, presented below, of regionalized and
system-specific wetland and aquatic system parameter development specifically for restoration
projects come from southern California coastal wetlands (PERL 1990), western vernal pools
(Kistner et al. 1995), estuarine habitats in the Pacific Northwest (Simenstad et al. 1991), bottomland
hardwood forests (Gosselink and Lee 1989), Louisiana coastal marshes (Steyer and Stewart 1992),
and seagrass systems (Fonseca 1990).

Example 8: Regional Parameter Selection in Coastal Wetlands in Southern California. Based
upon over a decade of research on constructed wetlands in southern California’s coastal zone, PERL
(1990) considered the following functions and characteristics essential for the success of restoration
projects in southern California coastal wetlands:

« provision of habitat for wetland-dependent species
 support for food chains

+ transformation of nutrients

» maintenance of plant populations

 resilience (ability to recover from disturbances)
+ resistance to invasive species (plant or animal)
« resistance to herbivore outbreaks

« pollination
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TABLE A.4. List of selected Community and Estuarine Profile Reports published by the U.S.

Fish and Wildlife Service
System Region Reference
Atlantic White Cedar wetlands - Atlantic and Gulf coasts Laderman (1989)
Bottomland hardwood swamps Southeast Wharton et al. (1982)
Riparian habitats Southern California Faber et al. (1989)
Vernal pools Southern California Zedler (1987)
Shrub bogs (pocosins) Southeast and Carolinas Sharitz and Gibbons (1982)
Tundra ponds Arctic Hobbie (1984)
Freshwater coastal marshes Western Lake Erie Henderdorf (1987)
Tidal freshwater marshes East coast Odum et al. (1984)
High salt marshes New England Nixon (1982)
Regularly flooded salt marshes New England Teal (1986)
Tidal salt marshes Southeastern Atlantic coast Wiegert and Freeman (1990)
River delta marshes Coastal Louisiana Gosselink (1984)
Salt marshes Southern California Zedler (1982)
Tidal marshes San Francisco Bay Josselyn (1983)
Tidal marshes Pacific Northwest Seliskar and Gallagher (1983)
Estuarine tidal flats New England Whitlach (1982)
Estuarine tidal flats North Carolina Peterson and Peterson (1979)
Oyster reefs South Atlantic coast Bahr and Lanier (1981)
Seagrasses Atlantic coast Thayer et al. (1984)
Seagrasses South Florida Zieman (1982)
Seagrasses Florida west coast Zieman and Zieman (1989)
Seagrasses Pacific Northwest Phillips (1984)
Mangroves South Florida Odum et al. (1982)
Estuarine channels Pacific Northwest Simenstad (1983)
Open-bay bottoms Texas Armstrong (1987)
Pamlico River North Carolina Copeland et al. (1984)
Mugu Lagoon Southern California Onuf (1987)
Apalachicola Bay Gulf coast Livingston (1984)
Albermarle Sound North Carolina Copeland et al. (1983)
Giant kelp California Foster and Schiel (1985)
Coastal sand dune Pacific Northwest Wiedemann (1984)
Rubble structures South Atlantic coast Hay and Sutherland (1988)
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« maintenance of local gene pools
» access to refuges during high water
» accommodation of rising sea level.

All of these functions are directly measurable and have been justified through research. Because
this list was developed specifically for the region and system type, it can be used in the planning
process to define the vision and goals for the project. The monitoring program can then develop
performance criteria and measurable parameters with confidence that they will be highly relevant -
and sensitive indicators of the progress of the system.

Example 9: Regional Parameter Selection in Vernal Pools in California. California vernal pools
are seasonal wetlands that contain a unique assemblage of plants and animals adapted for extended
dry periods. These systems have been heavily impacted by development and agriculture. Kistner
et al. (1995) described protocols for assessing performance of constructed vernal pools. Although
several functions are commonly recognized for these systems (i.e., aesthetics, education, flood
control, food chain support), they considered the principle function of vernal pools to be the
preservation of biodiversity. Therefore, their protocols are designed to quantify the abundance of
plants and invertebrate species in constructed pools. The similarity between constructed pools and
natural pools is then assessed based upon these values.

Example 10: Regional Parameter Selection in Estuarine Habitats in the Pacific Northwest.
Simenstad et al. (1991) developed the Estuarine Habitat Assessment Protocol (EHAP) to provide
a standardized approach and sampling protocols for assessing the performance of restored or
constructed estuarine systems in the Pacific Northwest. EHAP proposes characteristic (termed
attributes) of estuarine habitats that promote fish and wildlife utilization and fitness. These
attributes indicate the potential to provide a specific function, which can provide design criteria for
habitat restoration. The attributes selected were based on a comprehensive survey of approximately
200 estuarine scientists in the region and was supported by published information. A total of 105
“protocol” species were identified, which included fish, invertebrates, birds and mammals. The
occurrence of the species in each major habitat type is shown, and the reason for the occurrence
(e.g., feeding, rearing, reproduction, resting) is provided. Finally, specific methods for sampling
attributes of each habitat that are related to the occurrence of the protocol species are described.
The EHAP further identifies three levels of sampling complexity: minimum, recommended, and
preferred.

Example 11: Regional Parameter Selection in Bottomland Hardwoods in the South. Regional
losses of bottomland hardwoods (BLH) are as high as 80%-98% (Gosselink and Lee 1989). Hence,
management of these systems to control losses has been a major focus of a number of agencies.
Losses have resulted in a fragmentation of the original landscape, which has resulted in cumulative
impacts to the ecosystems. To attain management and restoration goals in the BLH, Gosselink and
Lee proposed that this set of “tools” are needed: (1) an analysis of the scale or size at which
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cumulative impacts should be assessed; (2) a regional survey of the present state of conditions; and
(3) development of indices of “health” of the system. They proposed the following eight indicators
of health or “integrity” of the system:

+ fraction of BLH remaining

» BLH patch size distribution

¢ BLH continuity to stream and to upland forest
+ water quality

* nutrient loading

. stage-discharge relations

» water detention

» balanced indigenous populations.

Gosselink and Lee provided data sources for information on these indicators and standards for some
of the indicators.

Example 12: Regional Parameter Selection in Coastal Wetlands in Louisiana. The Coastal
Wetlands Planning, Protection, and Restoration Act (CWPPRA) was established to provide
guidance and means to implement projects that stop further loss of Louisiana’s coastal wetlands and
that restore coastal wetlands in the region. As part of the effort under CWPPRA, monitoring
protocols were developed to provide guidance on minimum monitoring standards to assess
performance of restored systems relative to goals, and to provide information for developing costs
for restoration programs (Steyer and Stewart 1992). Subgroups of technical experts developed
protocols in seven categories: water quality, hydrology, soils and sediments, vegetative health,
habitat mapping, wildlife, and fisheries. Monitoring plans were developed for nine project types:
freshwater introductions and diversions, sediment diversions, marsh management, hydrologic
restoration, beneficial use of dredged material, shoreline protection, barrier island restoration,
vegetative planting, and sediment and nutrient trapping. Variables (i.e., measurable elements) are
developed for each monitoring category and prioritized for each project type. Priorities range from
a primary objective (Priority 1) through lower priority-long term evaluation (Priority 4), with an
additional priority, as needed, unique to a specific project (Priority N). Cost estimates are provided
for instrumentation, analysis and related items. Methods are provided in varying degrees of detail
for the variables.

Example 13: Regional Parameter Selection Selection in Seagrass Systems. Seagrass systems occur
in most coastal areas of the United States, where they form important habitat for a variety of fish
and aquatic invertebrates. They are very productive habitats but have suffered severe losses and
are under constant pressure from coastal development (Thom 1990). Fonseca (1990) found that
seagrass restoration has historically resulted in a net loss of habitat primarily because performance
goals and criteria were inappropriate. He recommended the following goals for which criteria can
be formulated:
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development of persistent cover
generation of equivalent or increased area
replacement with the same seagrass species that suffered an impact

restoration of faunal production.

These goals are applicable to seagrass systems throughout the United States.
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